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September 24, 1998

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday, September 24, 1998

The House met at 10 am. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. NEY).

R —

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
September 24, 1998.

I hereby designate the Honorable ROBERT
W. NEY to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

PRAYER

The Reverend A. David Agro, Capitol
Hill United Methodist Church, Wash-
ington, D.C., offered the following
prayer:

O God of Abraham and Sarah, Hagar
and Ishmael, Isaac and Rebekah, Esau
and Jacob, Leah and Rachel, Zilpah
and Bilhah, we ask for Your faithful
presence in this place with these Your
people who like our forebears chart the
way for many. Enable these servants to
follow Your call like Abraham and
Sarah to a new land that You will show
in order that we too may be a great na-
tion. Hear, O God, the voice of those in
the wilderness as You did Hagar and
Ishmael and speak Your words of reas-
surance even as You guide decisions for
the sake of those who are outcast and
crying for justice. Grant courage that
the wrestling in this Chamber will be
marked by the fortitude of Rachel and
Jacob in their struggle for new life and
with familiar issues. May Your face be
seen, O God, like Jacob, in the face of
our brother and sister as we give
thanks for the blessings received from
Your hand. Amen.

e ——

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. WELLER)
come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. WELLER led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

R ——

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate has passed
with an amendment in which the con-
currence of the House is requested, a
bill of the House of the following title:

H.R. 3150. An act to amend title 11 of the
United States Code, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendment to
the bill (H.R. 3150) “An Act to amend
title 11 of the United States Code, and
for other purposes,” requests a con-
ference with the House on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses there-
on, and appoints Mr. HATCH, Mr.
GRASSLEY, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. LEAHY,
and Mr. DURBIN to be the conferees on
the part of the Senate.

WELCOME TO REV. A. DAVID AGRO

(Mr. MILLER of Florida asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
we welcome this morning the Reverend
David Agro, who is the pastor of the
Capitol Hill United Methodist Church
just four short blocks from the Capitol
here. Reverend Jim Ford, who is the
House chaplain, is in surgery this
morning and will be back with us next
week., We wish him well and expect his
speedy recovery.

Often on occasions we spend week-
ends here in Washington, and it is a
pleasure to have the opportunity to at-
tend services on Sunday morning. My
wife and I have attended the Capitol
Hill United Methodist Church on many
of those occasions. It is a congregation
that makes you feel welcome, has
beautiful music and very inspirational
sermons, so it is a pleasure to have the
Reverend David Agro with us this
morning and to have him share those
inspirational words with us.

——————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will entertain 15 one-minutes
from each side.

OPPOSING ANY DEAL TO SHORT-
CIRCUIT THE CONSTITUTIONAL
PROCESS REGARDING THE
PRESIDENT

(Mr. DELAY asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, let us dis-
pense with the notion that Congress
can punish the President, punish either
by a so-called censure, a fine, or any
other punishment. Such a deal is un-
constitutional, and anyone who be-
lieves in that kind of deal believes not
in the rule of law but the rule of man,
and needs to read the Constitution.

Impeachment is a process of deciding
whether a President is fit for office.
The Founding Fathers did not give
Congress the authority to punish the
President. That is for the judicial sys-
tem to decide. The question before the
House is, is this President fit for office?
Has he disqualified himself to continue
to lead this Nation?

The decision for the House is whether
to impeach or not to impeach. The de-
cigion for the Senate is to remove from
office or not to remove. Any action to
punish this President, any deal cut
that short-circuits the constitutional
process, is unconstitutional, and I will
fight for the Constitution.

Mr. Speaker, this is not the time to
abandon our Constitution. I urge my
colleagues to read the Constitution, to
support the process, and resist the
temptation to cut a deal with the
President.

e ———————

TRIBUTE TO THE HONORABLE VIC
FAZIO

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to take this opportunity to pay
tribute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. Vic FAz10), who has been a
very effective Member of this institu-
tion, both as a leader and as a member
of the Committee on Appropriations,
and as a great Californian.

We have been very lucky in Cali-
fornia to work with the gentleman
from California (Mr. FAzIO), someone
who has always been helpful in secur-
ing funding for our State, particularly
for water projects. 1 know, because I
have called on him for assistance many
times in his role on the Committee on
Appropriations. 1 thank the gentleman
from California for being so respectful

[JThis symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., []1407 is 2:07 p.m.

Marter sert in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO



September 24, 1998

to all of our needs, for being receptive,
hardworking, dedicated and fair in
making sure our requests are fulfilled.

I thank him, too, for his hard work in
fighting for women’s rights. He has
been a staunch defender on many
fronts, supporting the Egual Rights
Amendment, arguing for women's re-
productive rights, and opposing dis-
crimination against women in the
work force, the military and the
courts. As a member of the Democratic
leadership, the gentleman’s outspoken
activism has brought needed attention
to these causes.

I do not know what we will do with-
out the gentleman from California (Mr.
Vic FAzio). He will be missed.

—————

THE BEST USE OF THE BUDGET
SURPLUS

(Mr. SHIMKUS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, accord-
ing to my colleagues, Republicans want
to waste the budget surplus on tax
cuts. But let us take a closer look.

The President announced in his State
of the Union Address that every penny
of the surplus is to be dedicated to sav-
ing Social Security. But what the
President said does not appear to be
what he is really doing.

In fact, the President has proposed to
spend billions of dollars on more gov-
ernment programs and services with
dollars from the budget surplus. He
wants our troops in Bosnia paid with
surplus dollars. He wants to replenish
the IMF and address the Y2K problem
with surplus dollars. He also wants to
address embassy security with surplus
dollars.

Mr. Speaker, 1 thought when the
President pledged *‘every penny’' of the
surplus to Social Security he meant it.
I guess his pledge really depends on his
definition of the word ‘‘penny.”

Republicans want to give the Amer-
ican people a tax cut, and we tell them
our plan up front. Why cannot the
President tell the American people the
real funding source of his agenda? For
those who think character does not
matter, think again.

————

THE BUDGET SURPLUS SHOULD
GO TO SOCIAL SECURITY

(Mr. PALLONE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, the Re-
publicans are moving full steam ahead
with their plan to raid the budget sur-
plus to pay for tax cuts, instead of put-
ting that money where it rightly be-
longs, into Social Security.

Make no mistake about it, Mr.
Speaker, the Republican tax bill is a
direct assault on Social Security. The
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budget surplus the Republicans want to
use to pay for their tax cuts do not
exist. The only portion of the Federal
budget that is in surplus is the Social
Security Trust Fund. In fact, without
Social Security, the Federal budget
would still be in deficit this year.

Mr. Speaker, hardworking American
families deserve tax relief, there is no
doubt, but we should not be gambling
with the Social Security Trust Fund to
pay for it. Let us put every penny of
this surplus back where it came from
and keep it there until we are sure we
have protected Social Security for the
long haul.

Let us show seniors and future gen-
erations that we will be disciplined
with the money Congress has been
charged with managing for their retire-
ment years. Let us stop the GOP’s 380
billion assault on Social Security dead
in its tracks. I would urge all my col-
leagues to vote no on this irresponsible
Republican tax plan.

——————

AN HISTORIC OPPORTUNITY FOR
CONGRESS TO ABOLISH THE
MARRIAGE TAX PENALTY

(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, this Con-
gress has an historic and exciting op-
portunity to do something it should
have done a long time ago, abolish the
marriage tax penalty. Many young cou-
ples are surprised to learn that govern-
ment actually penalizes people for get-
ting married; yes, an average of $1,400
per year for middle class income earn-
ers.

People have long known that govern-
ment does not do a lot of smart things.
In fact, it does a lot of dumb things.
Even liberals have to admit that gov-
ernment has thousands of stupid regu-
lations, programs that actually make
things worse instead of better, and in-
efficiencies that seem to be immune
from reform.

But the marriage tax penalty is just
plain wrong. It stands as an ugly sym-
bol of everything that is wrong about
government that has gotten too big,
too arrogant, and too out of touch with
what it is like for an average person
who struggles every day to get ahead,
to make ends meet, to build a better
life for themselves and their families.

Why does the government make it so
much harder for people who want to
get married? I urge Members on both
sides of the aisle to do what is right to
correct this wrong.

T —————

SOCIAL SECURITY TRUST FUNDS
DIVERTED

(Mr. DOGGETT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, with
the national news media focused on
“all Monica all the time,” any attempt
here in Washington to address some of
the real problems American families
are facing is disdainfully disregarded
as a mere diversion.

This week we actually have a diver-
sion underway, a very real diversion. It
is the diversion of Social Security
trust funds to pay for Republican elec-
tioneering. With the Nation distracted,
our Republican friends are seizing the
moment to seize Social Security trust
funds in order to provide election eve
tax breaks. When will they learn that
the Social Security trust fund is not a
slush fund?

Let us keep the faith with the people
that paid into the trust fund their pay-
roll taxes and are paying in today, and
apply any surplus that is finally gen-
erated after almost 30 years to save So-
cial Security first.

Let us act to protect those who have
paid into this trust fund, and avoid a
Republican campaign ploy.

THE 90-10 PLAN SAVES SOCIAL SE-
CURITY AND ENDS THE MAR-
RIAGE TAX PENALTY

(Mr. WELLER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr, WELLER. Mr. Speaker, we have
an opportunity this week to focus on
the people’s business. We have an op-
portunity to adopt what has already
been nicknamed the 90-10 plan, a dou-
ble win, a win-win for the taxpayers, a
plan that sets aside §1.4 trillion for So-
cial Security, twice what the President
originally asked for, and sets it aside
for a long-term plan to save Social Se-
curity.

This plan also works to eliminate the
marriage tax penalty. I have often
asked, is it right, is it fair that under
our tax code, that a married working
couple with two incomes pays higher
taxes than an identical couple that
lives together outside of marriage; that
they pay higher taxes just because
they are married?

We know that is wrong. We have an-
swered that with this 90-10 plan that
saves Social Security, and of course,
the centerpiece is an effort which wil]
eliminate the marriage tax penalty for
a majority of those who suffer.

Our friends on the other side of the
aisle, they talk about the Social Secu-
rity trust fund. Judith Chesser, deputy
commissioner of the Social Security
Administration, when asked in the
Committee on Ways and Means last
week if this tax cut impacts the Social
Security trust fund, her answer was
simple: No.

Let us pass it. It deserves bipartisan
support.
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SAVE SOCIAL SECURITY

(Mr. GREEN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, this Con-
gress made a commitment to save and
protect Social Security for the future.
It is one of the most successful domes-
tic programs that has ever been cre-
ated, but now, according to my Repub-
lican colleagues, we have a surplus,
which means that we can then provide
a tax cut, while at the same time con-
tinue to hide the real deficit with So-
cial Security funds.

To make matters worse, it is esti-
mated that the proposed tax cut would
benefit mostly those who earn over
$100,000 a year. To spend this illu-
sionary surplus is wrong. We need to
remove Social Security from the budg-
et and pay down the national debt.

Let us be honest, we do not have a
surplus if we do not include Social Se-
curity in the budget. What we have is
borrowed money from the Social Secu-
rity trust fund, and this money will
have to be paid back—every penny of
it. This surplus should go to the Social
Security trust fund and not a tax cut,
because there is no surplus.

TIME FOR REFORM FOR THE SA-
VANNAH DISTRICT OF THE U.S.
ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS

(Mr. NORWOOD asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, here we
go again, a different constituent, but
the same old shenanigans, the Savan-
nah District of the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers.

Jim Davis buys a house on Lake
Thurman, so he can enjoy the beauty
and recreational opportunity that this
part of Georgia has to offer. That
sounds easy enough, does it not? Yet,
when the Corps gets involved, it is
never easy, it is a pain in the neck.

The Corps will not approve Dr.
Davis's permit for lakeshore use until
he replants trees within the under-
brush area that was cut down some 25
years ago. It is not even his property,
it is publie property. That is fine, if Dr.
Davis had been the one to cut down the
trees, but he was not. He just bought
the property. So the Corps, which obvi-
ously has nothing better to do than to
harass my constituents, hassles a man
who is simply trying to mind his own
business and follow some commonsense
rules.

Mr. Speaker, it is time for the Corps
to reform its bully mentality and its
ludicrous shoreline management plan.
If they cannot manage people, they
cannot manage property.
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ILLEGAL TRADE PRACTICES BY
THE CHINESE BALLOONS THEIR
TRADE SURPLUS

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, Chi-
na's trade surplus has ballooned to
over $1 billion a week, and China is
doing it illegally: prison labor, slave
wages at 17 cents an hour, illegal
dumping, trade barriers. When con-
fronted, China thumbs their nose right
in our faces.

0 1015

In fact, they now say the real trade
deficit in America is only pennies on
the dollar with China. I ask today, who
is teaching those communist account-
ants? The Internal Revenue Service?

Beam me up.

Mr. Speaker, I say this: Congress
should stop coddling China. This is not
about trade anymore. It is about na-
tional security. And a communist na-
tion is ripping off Uncle Sam.

———

90-10 TAX RELIEF

(Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, right now, senior citizens are
loging their Social Security benefits
because they just want to work and
earn a living. Right now, seniors can
earn only up to $14,500 before they lose
some of their benefits. This is an earn-
ings limit that discriminates against
senior citizens.

Is it not outrageous to penalize sen-
iors for working? The Taxpayer Relief
Act would raise the limits and give es-
sential tax relief to working seniors. It
also sets aside $1.4 trillion, which our
colleagues fail to understand, to pro-
tect Social Security. That is 90 percent
of the total surplus.

President Clinton does not want to
help working citizens. He calls our plan
*‘a gimmick to please people.” I urge
my colleagues, do not believe him. The
President has proposed to spend bil-
lions from the surplus on bigger gov-
ernment. He is the one with the gim-
micks.

We can protect Social Security and
give tax relief. Let us just do it.

NORTH KOREA'S RECENT
TAEPODONG 1 MISSILE LAUNCH

(Mr. UNDERWOOD asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, on
August 31 of this year, the government
of North Korea tested its first three-
stage missile over Japan. The missile,
a modified Taepodong I, which traveled
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approximately 1,500 kilometers, landed
in the Pacific, northwest of Misawa
U.S. Air Force base in Japan.

Mr. Speaker, despite horrific famine,
devastating floods and economic quar-
antine, North Korea has demonstrated
its ability to strike targets in Japan
and beyond. Missile defense experts
have cited that this test is a key mile-
stone in North Korea's efforts to de-
velop their long-range ballistic missile
that could conceivably place Alaska,
Guam, and possibly Hawaii within the
cross hairs of North Korean aggression.

Today, the gentleman from Alaska
(Mr. YounNGg) and I are introducing a
resolution which condemns North
Korea for this act of international
recklessness. Mr. Speaker, let us being
honest here. This resolution will not
stop North Korean missiles from being
developed or exported. It will not com-
pel an apology from Kim Jong Il. But
what it does do is announce to the re-
gime in Pyongyang, in no uncertain
terms, that we are watching and we are
taking notice of their actions. I urge
my colleagues to please support this
resolution.

———

IN SUPPORT OF RELIGIOUS
LIBERTY IN THE MALDIVES

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to speak on behalf of the persecuted
Christians in the Republic of Maldives.
Reports indicate that on June 18, 1998,
police searched foreign workers' homes
and confiscated passports, correspond-
ence, books and other possessions.

Approximately 19 foreign Christians
were forced to sign statements and
were expelled for life from the
Maldives. In addition, Christian
Maldivian citizens have been arrested
and put in prison. Authorities have de-
nied these individuals visits from their
families and have subjected some of
them to torture.

Despite government statements that,
*The Maldives respects all religion®,
reports suggest the contrary.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the government
of Maldives to protect the religious lib-
erty of all of its citizens and release
the individuals who have been arrested
for their religious beliefs. Religious lib-
erty should be a fundamental human
right of all peoples of the world.

e —————

PROTESTING THE EXCLUSION OF
DEMOCRAT MEMBERS OF CON-
GRESS FROM MEETING WITH CO-
LOMBIAN PRESIDENT

(Mr. ACKERMAN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to bring to the attention of the
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House an event which I think is unwise
and unprecedented.

Today, the new President of Colom-
bia is visiting. But unlike previous vis-
its of heads of state, only Republican
Members have heen invited to meet
with him. In my 16 years in the House,
1 cannot remember a previous time
when Members were excluded from
such meetings based on party affili-
ation.

Mr. Speaker, there is no reason for
our foreign policy to become so par-
tisan that only one party is invited to
meet with a visiting head of State.

We have always had an “American’’
foreign policy, and to indicate that this
is starting to change to foreign leaders
is certainly unwise and unwarranted
and very, very unfortunate.

The issues to be discussed affect the
interest of all Americans, not just Re-
publican Americans. 1 believe, Mr.
Speaker, that not allowing Democrats
into the meeting today with President
Pastrana makes the House look foolish
in the eyes of our visitors and foreign
leaders and diminishes our ability to be
effective as policymakers.

Mr. Speaker, are we for the first time
today going to change our policy and
make foreign dignitaries choose be-
tween meeting with Democrats or Re-
publicans, or having to come back and
meet with all of us twice? It is an in-
sult to us as Americans, as Democrats,
and as representatives of the people.

R ——

AS ELECTION DAY DRAWS NEAR-
ER, TAX CUT RHETORIC GROWS

(Mr. HAYWORTH asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, as we
can tell from the tone of the remarks
and the date on the calendar, the rhet-
oric grows more and more pointedly
partisan in this Chamber, and I guess
that is a function again of time and of
what transpires.

I have listened with interest this
morning to my friends on the left con-
tinue to talk as if they are the saviors
of Social Security. A couple of historic
points might be in order.

First of all, for purposes of full dis-
closure, we should point out that our
friends on the liberal side of the aisle
over the 40 years of time when they
were in control never set aside one
penny to save Social Security. Zero
point zero. Zilch. Nada.

On the other hand, the new majority
embraces a plan that would take in ex-
cess of $1.4 trillion and use it to save
Social Security and use a relatively
meager $80 billion to allow the people
of the United States to keep more of
their hard-earned money.

What the left really tells us, Mr.
Speaker, is: No tax cuts, no time, no
how.
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IN TRIBUTE TO VIC FAZIO

(Ms. HARMAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Speaker, rep-
resenting the other tough-to-hold seat
in California, I know how hard the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FAZIO) has
worked for his constituents.

I know his courage in fighting for re-
sponsible gun control; a woman'’s right
to choose; equal treatment for all Cali-
fornians, regardless of sexual orienta-
tion; and responsible campaign finance
reform. And I know his incredible per-
sonal courage in returning here after
the untimely death 2 years ago of his
daughter, Anne.

Losing an election, which VIC never
did, is hard. Losing a child is infinitely
harder. Yet Vic and Judy have re-
bounded, and 1 think the perfect trib-
ute this institution could pay to him
after 20 years is to behave in a sober,
bipartisan and fair fashion as we con-
sider the very difficult matter of the
President which is before us.

I am pleased to join my colleagues in
commending VIC for his distinguished
public career and proud to call him a
friend.

Vic, best wishes to you, Judy and
your family.

| ————

DEMOCRATS ATTEMPT TO SCARE
SENIORS

(Mr. TIAHRT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, the lib-
erals are making false and misleading
arguments in their opposition to the
Republican tax cut proposal. Every
time we hear the other side accuse Re-
publicans of raiding the Social Secu-
rity Trust Fund or stealing from the
Social Security Trust Fund, they are
deliberately misrepresenting the truth
in order to oppose tax cuts.

Just consider this. The liberals never
accuse anyone of raiding the Social Se-
curity Trust Fund whenever it comes
to spending. In fact, they have pro-
posed billions and billions of new
spending without a single thought
about Social Security.

It is only when Republicans want to
pass tax cuts that they use a bogus ar-
gument about Social Security in order
to scare seniors, just like they did for
2 years about Medicare.

Mr. Speaker, the fact is, liberals sim-
ply oppose tax cuts. The American peo-
ple should know the truth. Under their
definition, all spending is a raid on the
Social Security Trust Fund: education,
welfare, the big bureaucracy here in
Washington.

But now we do have a surplus and I
think, yes, we do need to save Social
Security with 90 percent of the surplus.
But any surplus over that should go to
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hard-working Americans in the form of
tax relief.

THANK YOU, VIC

(Mrs. CAPPS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, 1 speak
today in tribute to Congressman VIC
Fazio, one of the finest individuals I
have ever known, a public servant who
truly exemplifies the idea of *“‘citizen
representative,” a close friend and po-
litical mentor of mine and of my hus-
band Walter.

Mr. Speaker, I will never forget the
support and assistance he gave me and
my family and staff after Walter's
death. He is successful as a Congress-
man because, although a proud Demo-
crat, he has the ability to work in a bi-
partisan manner. He is a wonderful
Caucus Chair, because, again, he is a
voice for unity and consensus within
our party.

Mr. Speaker, he will be missed by his
constituents and by us all, and he will
always be my friend. I say to the gen-
tleman, *Thank you, Vic.”

————————

FAST TRACK SHOULD BE PASSED

(Mr. NETHERCUTT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Speaker,
American farmers are facing a huge
challenge of low commodity prices and
unfair competition from foreign gov-
ernments. Tomorrow, Congress will
take up the issue of fast track author-
ity for this administration. Even
though I have serious guestions about
giving this administration any author-
ity on trade issues, considering its
record, I do support fast track author-
ity because of the very important part
of the bill that assures agriculture full
participation in trade negotiations.

Mr. Speaker, by this provision, trade
agreements reached will be agri-
culture-sensitive. An ag representative,
a trade representative, will monitor
and report back to Congress whether
such agreements and negotiation will
help or hurt agriculture.

The key to agriculture’s success is to
open foreign markets so we can sell our
commodities overseas. The fast track
bill provides agriculture a seat at the
tariff reduction table, all subject to
final congressional approval. It should
be passed.

| ———

SAVE SOCIAL SECURITY FIRST

(Ms. McCCARTHY of Missouri asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend her remarks.)

Ms. McCARTHY of Missouri. Mr.
Speaker, the House is considering a Re-
publican tax bill which spends the en-
tire anticipated budget surplus on tax
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cuts instead of saving it for Social Se-
curity. It is a tax bill that violates the
budget rules. That is bad public policy.

Mr. Speaker, I have sponsored and
voted for specific tax cut proposals in
the Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997 and
capital gains tax reduction. I will sup-
port the Democratic alternative for tax
cuts that take effect only when there is
a budget surplus that does not include
counting Social Security Trust Funds.

Save Social Security first, then offer
tax cuts to hard-working people of
America.

MEANINGFUL  ASSISTANCE RE-
QUIRED FOR AMERICAN AGRI-
CULTURE

(Mr. CHAMBLISS asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. Speaker,
America is in danger of losing its num-
ber one industry, agriculture.

Mr. Speaker, 1998 has been a disas-
trous year for farmers all across this
great country of ours. And after
months of pressure from Congress, the
answer of the current administration
to this problem was to support a $500
million disaster package that origi-
nated across the way in the other body.

The Republican response to this has
been much more meaningful and much
more sensible. It is a plan that puts
money in the pockets of farmers imme-
diately to provide short-term relief.
There is also a package to provide
long-term relief in the form of tax in-
centives and tax relief to farmers. This
is a meaningful solution to the current
problem in ag country.

Now, the administration has come
back with a plan that puts farmers and
this country deeper in debt and will de-
press prices for the long-term.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the administra-
tion to cut out the political rhetoric
and provide real, meaningful leadership
in the arena of agriculture.

SAVE SOCIAL SECURITY FIRST

(Mr. BERRY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, over 500,000
retired Arkansans depend on their So-
clal Security monthly check as a nec-
essary source to supplement their re-
tirement income. In fact, the First
Congressional District of Arkansas has
the largest number of seniors for whom
Social Security is their only source of
income.

Right now, millions of working
Americans are paying into the Social
Security system and are counting on it
for when they retire. This year, some
have suggested that we have a budget
surplus. That just simply is not so.

Of course, there is an enormous
temptation to use the so-called surplus
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or the Social Security Trust Fund to
cut taxes. I am all for tax cuts, but not
on the backs of our children and grand-
children, not on the backs of our retir-
ees who depend on Social Security as
their only source of income.

Mr. Speaker, it must be there when
we need it. Congress must save Social
Security and not rob the Social Secu-
rity Trust Fund.

e ————————
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DECEPTION

(Mr. THUNE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. THUNE. Mr. Speaker, when the
other side repeated over and over again
during the 1996 campaign that the Re-
publicans wanted to cut Medicare, it
was a lie. Many people believed it and
so0 they continued to say it.

When the other side repeated over
and over again in 1995 that the Repub-
licans wanted to cut the school lunch
program, that was a lie. Yet that
worked, too, to some degree. Now it is
1998. The other side has already started
on another deception that lowering
taxes on farmers and ranchers and fam-
ilies would threaten Social Security.
That, too, is a lie,.

How ironic that the party that did
nothing, nothing for 40 years to fix a
system they knew was going broke, is
now attacking our commitment to use
90 percent of the surplus to fix Social
Security while giving the remaining 10
percent back to the American people.
How is it that billions of dollars in lib-
eral spending do not threaten Social
Security but lower taxes for farmers
and ranchers somehow would?

America’s farmers and ranchers need
a break, and it is time to give them
much-needed tax relief.

———————

ON THE BUDGET SURPLUS AND
SOCIAL SECURITY

(Mr. BROWN of Ohio asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
this year we have a great opportunity,
a once-in-a-generation chance to really
save Social Security. We can take our
budget surplus and begin to pay back
the 1I0Us into our Social Security sys-
tem. Unfortunately, though, Repub-
licans are putting politics first and So-
cial Security second. They want to raid
the surplus to fund their political agen-
da. They put fiscal irresponsibility
first and Social Security second.

No piggy bank money should be used,
Mr. Speaker, for election year give-
aways. Instead let us bank all of the
surplus to shore up Social Security
today.
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TAX CUTS

(Mr. KIND asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, the House
this week is going to be considering an
$80 billion tax cut. As far as tax cuts
are concerned, the provisions contained
in it would receive wide bipartisan sup-
port in this body. Perhaps it is not as
pro-growth oriented as much as I would
like to see, but as far as tax cuts, it is
not bad.

The problem is, it is going to be rely-
ing on the so-called surplus to pay for
it. The fact is, there is no surplus un-
less we are willing to borrow and steal
from the Social Security trust fund.

I commend the leadership for being
up front and honest about it, that they
are intending to take the money from
that trust fund to pay for this tax cut,
but it is the wrong policy. It is the
wrong thing to do for our seniors and
children, and we should not engage in
that election year tax cut in order to
satisfy a certain constituency.

Alan Greenspan, Chairman of the
Federal Reserve, was on the hill yester-
day and when asked what would be the
best use of the so-called surplus, he
said, I will tell you what not to do. Do
not use it for a permanent new spend-
ing program and do not use it for tax
cuts when the surplus may never mate-
rialize in this very volatile inter-
national financial crisis which may
have a devastating impact on the U.S.
economy.

1 encourage my colleagues to oppose
the tax cut.

SOCIAL SECURITY

(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, over the
past 6 years Democrats have worked
extremely hard and pretty much on
their own, I might add, to get our fiscal
house in order. We have balanced the
budget, created a better economy, and
we have, in fact, generated the poten-
tial, the potential of a surplus to help
pay back the debt that we owe to So-
cial Security.

Let me tell my colleagues now about
how that is being jeopardized. The Re-
publican leadership in this House
wants to take the surplus in the Social
Security system which, in fact, is gen-
erating that surplus that we have in
our budget, they want to take that
money and they want to raid it. They
want to use it for tax cuts.

Social Security is one of the great
success stories of this Nation. Two-
thirds of our retirees depend on Social
Security for over half of their income.
It is bedrock. It has been there, and it
needs to be protected. And it needs to
be preserved for the future. It is now
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under a sneak attack. Make no bones
about it. While the country is dis-
tracted, they want to take that money.

Are Democrats for tax cuts? You bet.
But not at the risk of the Social Secu-
rity trust fund.

————

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 4112,
LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPRO-
PRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR
1999

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 550 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 550

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution it shall be in order to consider the
conference report to accompany the bill
(H.R. 4112) making appropriations for the
Legislative Branch for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1999, and for other purposes.
All points of order against the conference re-
port and against its consideration are
waived. The conference report shall be con-
sidered as read.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
NEY). The gentleman from Colorado
(Mr. McINNIS) is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. HALL) pending which I
yield myself such time as I might con-
sume. During consideration of this res-
olution, all time yielded is for the pur-
pose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, the proposed rule for
the conference report to accompany
H.R. 4112, the legislative branch appro-
priations for fiscal year 1999, waives all
points of order against the conference
report and against its consideration.
The rule provides that the conference
report will be considered as read.

Mr. Speaker, the underlying con-
ference report for the legislative
branch appropriations for fiscal year
1999 represents achievements towards a
smaller and smarter government. It
shows the progress that can be reached
when the will and the effort to make
necessary reforms are present.

Some of my colleagues Mr. Speaker,
may point out that this conference re-
port provides a slight 2.71 percent in-
crease in spending over last year's
level. I would like to note that, in fact,
the fiscal year 1999 legislative branch
appropriations are still $40.6 million
less than fiscal year 1995 levels.

Next year Federal employees will re-
ceive a 3.6 percent cost of living adjust-
ment. The legislative branch appro-
priations conference report only pro-
vides for a 2.71 percent increase overall.
Of the whole legislative branch budget,
80 percent of the funding goes towards
salaries. The increase of 2.71 percent in
the fiscal year 1999 legislative branch
appropriations conference report rep-
resents less of an increase in salaries
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than the Federal salary cost of living
adjustments. Moreover, the legislative
branch appropriations conference re-
port reduces the employment level by
1.7 percent. In fact, since 1994, over 15
percent of the legislative branch has
been downsized.

Mr. Speaker, no other branch of the
Federal Government comes close to
this amount of downsizing. The fiscal
yvear 1999 legislative branch appropria-
tions conference report does include
some important spending increases
where necessary. For example, the leg-
islation will increase the level of our
Capitol Police salaries and expenses,
recognizing the important job the men
and women who make up the Capitol
Police force perform.

I would like to take this opportunity
to commend the gentleman from New
York (Mr. WALSH) and the ranking
member, the gentleman from New York
(Mr. SERRANO) for their bipartisan ef-
forts to create a smaller, smarter gov-
ernment to provide leadership by ex-
ample.

Mr. Speaker, this is a noncontrover-
sial rule which the Committee on Rules
reported by a voice vote.

The underlying legislation and con-
ference report is bipartisan and finan-
cially responsible. The conferees did an
excellent job of allocating scarce re-
sources while building upon internal
reforms we have adopted in recent
years to improve congressional oper-
ations.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
vote yes on this rule as well as to agree
to the conference report.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I thank the gentleman from Colorado
for yielding me the time. As he has ex-
plained, this is a rule that waives all
points of order against the conference
report on H.R. 4112, which is a bill that
makes appropriations for the legisla-
tive branch for fiscal year 1999. The bill
appropriates a total of $2.3 billion for
the operations of Congress and other
agencies in the legislative branch.

This amount is less than 3 percent,
less than 3 percent higher than last
year’'s appropriation. The measure sub-
stantially increases funding for the
Capitol Police. This will provide police
officers higher pay, especially if they
work Sundays, holidays and nights.
This is a fair increase for the men and
women who are so important to the se-
cure operations of the Capitol complex.

This bill represents the last legisla-
tive branch appropriation bill guided
by our friend and colleague, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FAZzIO),
who will be retiring at the end of this
Congress.

The gentleman from California (Mr.
Fazio) and I both began our service
with the 96th Congress back in 1979.
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Later he became chairman of the ap-
propriations subcommittee on the leg-
islative branch and then the ranking
minority member.

In these roles, the gentleman from
California (Mr. FAzio) led passage of
the appropriations bills. That was no
easy task since anything connected
with funding Congress has the poten-
tial for controversy.

Throughout his tenure, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FAZIO) has
been a credit to the residents of Cali-
fornia’s 3rd district and to the House of
Representatives. He has accumulated a
great deal of wisdom and experience
that will be sorely missed especially in
the difficult times ahead.

We need more Members like the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FAZIO) in
the House.

Mr. Speaker, the rule was approved
by the Committee on Rules on a voice
vote with no objections. I urge adop-
tion of the rule.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

First of all, dittos on the remarks
about the gentleman from California
(Mr. Fazio). I have appreciated his
work and appreciated the service that
he has given to us. Although I have
often found myself on the other end of
the voting scheme of the gentleman
from California, I can say the gen-
tleman from California has always
acted with integrity and honor.

Mr. Speaker, I think an important
thing about the legislative appropria-
tion we have here is that this year still
reflects a significant amount of money
less than when we first took the House
in 1995. I had heard earlier somebody
on the other side of the aisle com-
menting about how this House had
brought this House into fiscal order. In
fact, I think Members will find that
this House, speaking literally of the
House, was brought into fiscal order
when the Republicans took control.

We have had cooperation from the
other gide of the aisle. Clearly this rule
indicates that we have cooperation as
we put this budget together.

This House really a leaner and mean-
er machine. We have taken a look at
all the different operations contained
within the House. We have looked at
where we have needs and, where we
have needs, we have accommodated
those needs. For example, this year in
the Capitol Police force, I know that
my colleague from Ohio is a big fan of
the Capitol Police and has worked very
hard for this appropriation. We have
made that allocation. We know that we
have one of the top police forces, but
we know that we are also now pro-
viding the resources that they need.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT).
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Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, 1
want to pay tribute to the gentleman
from California (Mr. FAz10) who will be
leaving us. I did not agree with him all
the time, but he is a great Member. He
will be sorely missed. I want to thank
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
WaLsH) and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. FaAzio) for incorporating
most of my bill, H.R. 2828, that ele-
vates the pay of the Capitol Police by
some 12 percent.

I would also like to say to the Con-
gress that I think we have to go a little
further. I think that we have to incor-
porate in authorizing language some of
the other structural changes that I
offer in 2828 with my good friend the
gentleman from California (Mr. NEY)
who is in the chair today. That is, we
must increase the size of the force,
maybe up to 400, 600 personnel. We
should change the mandatory retire-
ment age from 57 to 60, as I had sub-
mitted, so we can retain our most expe-
rienced officers and handle some of the
benefit problems they experience.

And finally, I think we need to give
the chief flexibility to stop the erosion
of the good, young officers that are
being recruited by surrounding agen-
cies, and I think the 12 percent pay in-
crease does that.

I think we have to address some of
the other issues. On balance, it is a
good conference report. I want to
thank the gentleman form New York
(Mr. WaALsSH). I want to thank the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FAZIO).

I want to thank the gentleman from
California (Mr. THOMAS), and I would
hope that H.R. 2828, that the gentleman
from California (Mr. NEY) and I have
brought to the Congress, could in fact
be brought out and handle some of
those other problems for the Capitol
Police, because I think it will serve the
Nation well.

[ 1045

Mr. McCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
WALSH), and I want to acknowledge all
his efforts. We appreciate them very
much. It says something when one is
able to work on this kind of basis, in a
bipartisan way. What the gentleman
has done with the legislative appro-
priation budget, coming into the Com-
mittee on Rules where he received a
voice vote, not even contested up
there, that says a lot.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Colorado for yield-
ing me this time and for his kind words
and for the voice vote that we received
in the Committee on Rules. It is some-
what unusual. But 1 think it reflects
the approach that my very good friend
and colleague, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SERRANO), and I have taken
in this bill.

Our staffs work very, very closely to-
gether. We share ideas. We try to honor
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each party’s requests. After all, this is
the budget that funds the workings of
this body and of the Senate. And what
is in the interest of the Democratic
Party is also in the interest of the Re-
publican Party when it comes to mak-
ing sure this House runs efficiently.

Bipartisanship is not always possible.
In fact, the Founding Fathers set it up
so that partisanship would be the cata-
lyst that really makes this country
move forward progressively. But in the
case of this bill, I think bipartisanship
is an important ingredient, and I am
very pleased that we have been able to
work together.

I would like to thank the Committee
on Rules for honoring our request on
the rule. I would also like to thank the
gentleman from New York (Mr. SoL-
OMON), who has provided great leader-
ship to the House and to the Com-
mittee on Rules over the years. This is
the last legislative branch bill to come
before him in his chairmanship, and I
want to take this opportunity to thank
him personally for all the good advice
and counsel that he has provided to me
over the years. He is one of our New
York State leaders and has set a high
standard for all of us.

I would also like to take this oppor-
tunity, and I will thank the other
members of the subcommittee during
the discussion of the bill, and the staff,
but I would just like to take the oppor-
tunity to join with my colleagues in
thanking the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. Vic Fazio) for the leader-
ship that he has provided throughout
the years on this sometimes most dif-
ficult of bills.

I remember when I first came to the
Congress back in 1988, took office in
1989, there was a big to-do about a pay
raise. Now, if one is going to go
through hell in the legislative process,
the pay raise is probably the best way
to get there. Because it is never pop-
ular, no matter what. And people will
say, well, we should have a pay raise
when the country has a balanced budg-
et. Well, we have a balanced budget,
but I would suspect if we did a poll,
most people would say Congress still
does not deserve a pay raise. But the
fact of the matter is, on occasion, all
good workers should be compensated.
Vic Fazio took that challenge.

He also did this subcommittee a
favor, by the way, by moving that from
this subcommittee to another sub-
committee so that the gentleman from
New York (Mr. SERRANO) and I do not
have to deal with that sticky issue
anymore. But the fact of the matter is
Vic FAzIO has been a leader, a stand-up
guy for the Congress, and it is a tough
role for anyone to fill, and it is not al-
ways politically popular. But he has
never used the subcommittee to do
anything but give credit to the Con-
Eress.

Vic is a good Democrat. As a Repub-
lican, I think I can say that. He is a
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partisan, but when it comes to the con-
duct of this office and the conduct of
the subcommittee and the protection
of this very important and integral
body in our government, VIc FAZIO has
shown real leadership over the years,
and we are deeply indebted to him.

Mr. Speaker, I will save the remain-
der of my remarks for the bill, and I
urge unanimous support of the rule.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. KIND).

Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to take this moment to pay tribute to
my friend, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. VIic Fazio), and to con-
gratulate him on a terrific career in
public service, and to personally thank
him for the leadership he has given our
party and to me personally, as a fresh-
man Member of this great democratic
institution.

In fact, his retirement is not only a
great loss to this House, but it is also
a tremendous loss to future freshmen
classes who will not benefit from his
leadership, his wise counsel and advice,
his timely wit, and the force of his ex-
ample, which has been nothing less
than the highest form of integrity and
respect for this institution.

I have watched him time and time
again unite our caucus and keep us
from taking ourselves a little too seri-
ously sometimes and unite this House
by working in a bipartisan fashion. I
know I have benefitted from his pres-
ence here, just from what I have
learned from him. He is one of the
great examples of why term limits
would, on occasion, hurt the function
of our democracy.

I know one of the secrets to VIC's ef-
fectiveness. It is not just the charm
and the wit, the grace and the intel-
ligence, but it is his smile. I have seen
that in another great public servant in
this country, my former boss, Senator
Bill Proxmire, who recently wrote a
book, ““The Joyride to Hell,” in which
he advocates smiling more for a
healthy life. Well, Vic does not have to
read the book. In fact, he could have
written the book.

Keep on smiling, Vic. This body is
going to miss you. I personally am
going to miss you greatly. Have a great
retirement.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 1% minutes to the gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. ETHERIDGE).

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time, and I also rise this morning
to pay tribute to a friend of this insti-
tution, a friend of the American people,
and a dear friend of mine, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. VIC FAZ10).
He is a dedicated public servant and a
leader who not only has served as chair
of our Democratic Caucus but as a sen-
ior member on the Committee on Ap-
propriations in making sure that the
people’s business was done in an appro-
priate manner.
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This year I had the privilege to serve
as co-chair of the Education Task
Force for our Caucus. I worked closely
with the gentleman on our education
reform plans to strengthen public edu-
cation for our children.

Vic, 1 want to thank you for your
leadership and putting together plans
to build new schools for our children,
to reduce class sizes, to improve the
teacher quality all across this country
and to increase academic standards for
all children wherever they may happen
to live.

As a member of the Juvenile Justice
Task Force, the gentleman had the
same kind of vision of making sure
that we had tough but fair laws, that
we had smart approaches to crack
down on violent juvenile offenders and
prevent juvenile crime before it oc-
curred.

Even on issues that the gentleman
and I did not agree on, that affected
my State, he had the willingness to lis-
ten, which is a hallmark in the tradi-
tion he has had. As my colleagues have
already heard, that is why he is so ef-
fective, not only in our caucus but in
this body. His guick smile, his quick
wit and his deep understanding of
issues.

The American people owe the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. VIC FAZIO)
a debt of gratitude for his years of
service to this Nation, and I give my
deepest personal thanks and profound
admiration for his unwavering friend-
ship and outstanding service and lead-
ership.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. GREEN).

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, I want to
join my colleagues in expressing my
appreciation for my friend, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. Vic FAZIO).
When this session ends, the Democratic
Caucus and the House of Representa-
tives will be losing one of our most re-
spected Members. Vic has served with
distinction as chairman of our Demo-
cratic Caucus, and although the times
have not been the best for our Caucus,
Vic has kept us focused on the issues
that really are important to the Amer-
ican people. Since first coming to
Washington in 1979, he earned a reputa-
tion as one of Capitol Hill's most effec-
tive legislators.

On a personal note, I want to thank
the gentleman for his support and lead-
ership as a member of the Sub-
committee on Energy and Water Devel-
opment of the Committee on Appro-
priations, in the expansion of the Port
of Houston project that is so important
to deepening and widening the chan-
nels. It is important to my community
but also to my area.

This is one small effort of hundreds,
both big and small, that VICc has
worked on in his career here in Con-
gress to make our country a much bet-
ter place to live.
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Vic, I have enjoyed working with you
during my three terms and learning
from you, and I wish you the best in
your retirement.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. PACKARD).

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentleman yielding me this
time. I wish to come and pay tribute
also to my dear friend and colleague,
the gentleman from California (Mr. VIC
Fazio). Vic was chairman of the sub-
committee that I have in the past
chaired and is now chaired by the gen-
tleman from New York.

The gentleman kind of broke the ice
for me chairing a subcommittee and
kind of taught me the ropes, and I just
deeply appreciated the advice, the lead-
ership, the example that he showed on
quite a bipartisan subcommittee that
we served on. It was the first sub-
committee I served on as a member of
the Committee on Appropriations, and
I could not have had a better chairman
and a better example, and I personally
want to thank him for that.

He served for 2 years, or at least I
served with him for 2 years as he
chaired the subcommittee. I have al-
ways appreciated his friendship, and I
will always appreciate the way he di-
rected that committee. I could not
have succeeded him in guiding the af-
fairs of that committee had I not had
the lessons I learned from him.

People sometimes say there is too
much partisanship in Washington, and
I am sure at times this is true, but I
think that the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. FAzIO) has remained one of
the most respected Members of the
Congress. His ability to work with ev-
eryone is legendary, and he has never
let partisanship come before the inter-
est of his constituents and the good of
the Nation and I think is an example
we could all follow.

I want to personally express my ap-
preciation to his service in the Con-
gress, to the great contribution he has
made to California, to his district and
to the Nation as a whole. I want to
commend to the Members of the Con-
gress for this bill and recommend that
it be passed, and I support it.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. BERMAN).

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, it is fit-
ting that we take time in this par-
ticular appropriations bill to pay a
small tribute to our retiring colleague,
the gentleman from California (Mr. VIC
Faz10). Because while VIc's imprint is
in so many areas of public policy in
this institution, his work for this par-
ticular institution and this particular
subcommittee has made all of our lives
better and I believe has made the insti-
tution much stronger.

With all of the exhilarations of pub-
lic office and the trials and tribu-
lations, the reasons one thinks about
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leaving this place, whether it is the
other party ending our entitlement
program to control of the institution,
whether it is even the kind of situation
we are in now, the news that Vic Fazio
had decided to leave this institution, to
no longer make the House his home,
was perhaps, for me, the most unset-
tling of all.

I have known the gentleman from
California for 25 years. He is a consum-
mate political pro. He is a man of tre-
mendous intelligence, incredible pa-
tience, great warmth and, as much as
anything else, a man of total depend-
ability. When Vic FAzio tells you he
will take care of something, he takes
care of it.

1 think the Almanac of American
Politiecs put it well when they said
about Vic, “‘FAZIO is a consummate po-
litical insider. Always personable and
articulate. Entirely presentable out-
side the back rooms and private hall-
ways. Knowledgeable without being
cynical. A sharp operator who keeps
score and remembers friends. A politi-
cian who is anything but an innocent,
but who retains an idealism and a will-
ingness to take serious risks for what
he believes."

He is truly one of the great Members
of this institution. We are going to
miss him very much. I am going to
miss him very much; and I wish him
well in his pursuits, which I think will
be many, as he leaves this institution.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LEWIS).

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, it is a very special moment for me
to come to the floor and express both
my appreciation for and my disappoint-
ment in Vic FAzio, for I do not believe
we have ever sent from California a
finer Member of the House of Rep-
resentatives: extremely decent, tal-
ented guy, who has made a huge dif-
ference the policy direction of the
House, and in doing so has made a huge
difference for our State.
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I am disappointed because 1 never
thought I would be here in the well
having a discussion about the fact that
he has chosen to leave.

Vic and I share a very special back-
ground together. We have interns all
over this place these days but in the
old days there were not such things as
interns around. One of the original fel-
lowship programs, the Coro Founda-
tion, attempts to attract and train
young people who may go into public
affairs, and Vic was one of those Coro
fellows some years ago. I first got to
know him in the toughest of political
arenas, in Sacramento, where he was
on the staff during reapportionment in
the early 1970s. I have had occasion to
get to know him as a very tough and
serious politician. But way beyond
that, he is a very tough and serious
policymaker.
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If you will remember, the west steps
of the Capitol were held up by 20-by-20
poles for something like 30 or 40 years.
Vic Fazio had the good sense and pro-
vided the leadership to produce the
funding to put our Capitol back to-
gether again. When you go to the Li-
brary of Congress and see this fabulous
building, an incredible monument, Vic
FAz10 provided the leadership to make
sure that that building was repaired
and restored to the level it is pres-
ently.

Of all of the people I have dealt with
in public affairs who live by a byline
that is important to me, Vic FaAzio
does, and, that is, *"If you don’t have
your word in this business, you don’t
have anything.”” Among the leaders of
the country, Vic FAZIo stands out in
my mind. In the future, the entire Con-
gress will appreciate and understand
the work that he has done.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1% minutes to the gentleman
from California (Mr. DOOLEY).

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr.
Speaker, it is a great honor for me to
rise and pay tribute to my fellow Cali-
fornian, Vic Faz1io. As Members of this
institution, we have occasion to ob-
serve many of our colleagues and we
learn from our colleagues. I can hon-
estly say that in my tenure in Con-
gress, 1 have learned from no other
Member more than I have learned from
Vic FAzio. He epitomizes to me what it
is to be a public servant, he epitomizes
what it is to be an effective legislator,
because VIC FaAzio understands that
you have to have the commitment, you
have to have the compassion, and you
have to have the drive to move forward
in trying to solve many of the chal-
lenges which are facing American fami-
lies.

What Vic Fazio has also dem-
onstrated is that the way that you get
things done is not simply by running
out and getting in front of cameras.
The way you get things done is by
opening up the hood of the car and
being one of the mechanics of the insti-
tution, understanding that you have
got to get your hands dirty and that
you have to be able to work with peo-
ple from all factions of this institution
to bring them together, to find those
common values and those common
threads which will allow us to move
forward in addressing the important
issues facing this country. Vic FaAzio
has demonstrated that, I think, far bet-
ter than any Member that has served
in this institution, and he certainly
has provided an excellent model for all
of us.

While I have heard some of our col-
leagues say, Vic FAzio, they are con-
gratulating you and hoping the best for
you on your retirement, what I am say-
ing is that, Vic FAzIO, you are retiring
from this institution but I know full
well that you are not retiring from
public service, and the American peo-
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ple are still going to benefit from your
tremendous work.in the years to come.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. HERGER).

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, 1 rise
today to express my sincere best wish-
es for Vic Fazio who is departing the
Chamber after many years of dedicated
service. I have known Vic for over 20
years now, and I can say that I have
genuine and the utmost of respect for
Vic Fazio. He is a man of intellect, a
man of sincerity, a talented legislator,
but above all Vic is a true gentleman.
Although we have not always seen eye
to eye on all the issues, we both share
a bond, our love for northern Cali-
fornia, and the recognition that our
part of the State is truly a special
place.

Vic has always been acutely aware of
the relevant issues, whether we were
dealing with agriculture, water issues
or timber matters. VIC has an amazing
insight into the needs and people of
California.

I will truly miss you, Vic, and the ex-
amples you have set for other Mem-
bers. Your leadership and dedication
for the people of northern California is
certainly appreciated. I always knew
when 1 was working with Vic Fazio
that when you gave your word to me, I
could trust you completely. I always
knew I could count on you to be com-
pletely straightforward. That kind of
honesty is refreshing.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased we all have
this opportunity today to bid farewell
to a man who will be missed more than
he knows. It is sometimes easy to for-
get that regardless of your political
stances, we are all here to do the work
of the American people.

Vic Fazio, thank you for reminding
us of that, and thank you for your hard
work for northern California and for
our Nation.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1'% minutes to the gentleman
from California (Mr. FILNER).

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I say to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
Fazio), those of us in southern Cali-
fornia love you, too.

When anybody ever thinks, as a Dem-
ocrat certainly, of even the thought of
running for Congress, everybody says,
“You've got to talk to Vic,” because he
knows the strategy, he knows the tac-
tics, he knows the politics, he knows
the fund-raising. We all have to learn
from his wisdom. And we all went to
Vic.

But he became our mentor and our
friend when we got here not just be-
cause of all the politics and the fund-
raising and the strategy and the tac-
tics that he is so great at but because
that we understood his—your, Vic—
your commitment to the working peo-
ple, the families of California and this
Nation. You really care about their
jobs and their salaries, their health
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care, the education of their kids, the
environment that they live in, the
housing opportunities that they have,
and it is because of your integrity and
your commitment to the real issues
that surround American families that
we relied on you.

Yes, you are a great politician, but
you are a great human being, you are a
great friend. We are going to miss you.
Thank you from all of us, especially in
California.

Mr. McINNIS. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
myself such time as I may consume,
Having heard the gentleman from Cali-
fornia just speak, I should probably
note the first time I met the gentleman
from California (Mr. FAz10) was in the
locker room of the gym when I was
first elected. He came up, introduced
himself, and when I told him where I
was from, he said, *Yes, we've done ev-
erything we can to beat you, but wel-
come.” Ever since then I have only
built my respect for you, despite the
warm welcome.

But, Mr. Speaker, I should add to
this that it is interesting, my col-
leagues on this side of the aisle, the
level of respect that they do have for
you. I really mean it. Your commit-
ment to that project, to the Native
Americans of this country and to the
word that this Government gave to the
Native Americans and you stood up in
that storm and you reminded all of us
on both sides of this aisle exactly what
that commitment was to the Native
Americans. 1 hope that your words live
on, that at some point we can complete
that as we promised we would. Cer-
tainly your integrity is well-known
over here and well-respected.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. FARR).

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman for yielding
time. Thank you for this time, Mem-
bers. 1 think we are recognizing today
one of the finest people in public serv-
ice in America in our time. I have
known ViIC for 30 years. I came to Sac-
ramento as a young, ex-Peace Corps
volunteer looking for work and one of
the first staff members I met was a
consultant to the committee, VIC
FAzio. Vic was a leader at that time.
This is the activism of the 1960s. Vic
was always concerned about how we
can portray government in the best
light, how can we get people to be
participatory in this democracy. At the
time he had come out of the Coro
Foundation, very involved in this idea
of internship and the ability to volun-
teer in learning how government works
and how business works. He was instru-
mental in founding a magazine that
could report about government, the
California Journal. It is wonderful
when you are a founder of a magazine
that writes nice things about you. It
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describes Vic as one of the California
delegation’s most respected members. I
think he is one of California’'s most re-
spected politicians, because he is the
role model for the youth that are
around here today, of bright young
kids that come into politics. He is the
role model for elected officials, wheth-
er it is at the State level where he rose
to leadership positions very rapidly,
served in the legislature, and then
came to Congress where he rose to
leadership positions in this House. Vic
is a natural-born leader.

Of that I think in an era when people
are questioning government, when
there is a lot of cynicism about wheth-
er you ought to participate, we ought
to turn in this Nation to Vic Fazio and
say, ‘“This is the kind of people we
want in government and life.”” If you
meet him, you will be engaged.

So I speak today as a person who has
known him a long time and watched
him in his early years. He was just as
effective in his early years in youth as
he is in his senior years here as a Mem-
ber of Congress. This House, this insti-
tution and American politics will truly
miss one of the great leaders in Amer-
ica today, Vic Fazio.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1-

minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. HORN).

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, VIC FAZIO is
a unique individual. He has had strong
support from both Republicans and
Democrats in the California delega-
tion. He has tried to be helpful to all
Members. He has been in key positions
in this Chamber, positions that have
showed the respect of his own party in
electing him to Chamber-wide respon-
sibilities as one of their leaders. He has
certainly been in a great position to
carry out the values he believes in,
that many of us believe in, a decent
and an improved environment, in water
resources to help the arid places in the
United States, including California. We
thank you for your years of congres-
sional service.

He was a highly respected State leg-
islator in our own State. He carried
those skills on. As you will notice, he
has one of the great smiles in this
Chamber. It reminds me about the
other body and what was once said
about Carl Hayden, who was also a
great legislator involved in reclama-
tion. Guy Cordon of Oregon observed,
“Carl Hayden has smiled more money
through the United States Senate than
any other Senator did in legitimate de-
bate.” I think we can say that about
Vic. We thank you for all you have
done.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1%2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from California (Mrs. TAUSCHER).

Mrs. TAUSCHER. Mr. Speaker, I am
a new Member of Congress. I came here
in January of 1997. Unlike many of my
colleagues, I had never been elected be-
fore. I came out of the business world.
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I have been very blessed in the past.
When I had a seat on the New York
Stock Exchange, I remember looking
around at all the people down there
and trying to find an anchor, trying to
find some people that I could emulate,
some people that I believed were wor-
thy of having followers. Since I was
one of the first women on the floor of
the New York Stock Exchange, I did
not have a lot of women to emulate. I
found a very good gentleman that I fol-
lowed.

When I came here, although I have a
lot of wonderful colleagues in Cali-
fornia that are women, NANCY PELOSI
being one of them, I looked at VIC
FaAzio and said, God never blessed me
with a big brother. I still have my par-
ents. But if I ever had to pick a big
brother, it would be Vic Fazio. VIC
FAzI0's dedication to his constituents,
to the State of California and to the
golden rule of Congress is legendary,
and his dedication to his family I think
is even more important.

I want to offer you, Vic, and Judy
and the rest of your family all the
blessings. I know you are not retiring.
I know you are going to be there for us.
I thank you for all you have done.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California (Mr. THOM-
AS).

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I am
tempted to begin this by saying that
everything I have heard does not sound
very familiar because I know VIC
Fazio, and Vic Fazio is a friend of
mine.

I first got to know VIC FAzio before
he was in elective office. Then when he
was first elected in the California As-
sembly, I served with him as a col-
league. We were both a little bit young-
er then, and we actually could play
basketball as an exercise.

He and I have been on the opposite
side of a number of issues over the
years, and we both came back to Con-
gress in the 96th Congress in 1978, he,
as he was in the California Assembly, a
member of the majority, and I was a
member of the minority. For 16 years,
that relationship continued.
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During the 16 years, when he was in
the majority and I was in the minority,
he was always fair. We could always
get the straight story. He would tell us
what he could and then tell us, some-
times, if he could not tell us. But if he
could, he would. In this business that is
as good as gold. He was and is a profes-
sional.

Then in the 104th Congress some-
thing happened that probably neither
he, nor I, if you really pushed me,
thought would ever occur. He became a
member of the minority, and I became
a member of the majority. I became
the chairman of a committee, and he
was the ranking member, and I tried to
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treat him as fairly as he had treated
me, and I hope he believes that in the
sharing of information which was fair-
ly volatile at the time when we were
the new majority, I indicated to him
that I trusted him implicitly, and of
course I had no worry about that trust
because he continued to carry himself
as a professional.

It has been a pleasure, Mr. Speaker.
The gentleman from California and I
have not been on the same side on too
many noninstitutional issues; I think
on every institutional issue we have
been on the same side. I had not
thought that the gentleman would
leave at this time. He is a valuable re-
source to this institution. He has de-
cided to leave and the institution is a
lesser place for it.

I look forward to seeing the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FAZIO) in
our different capacities, Mr. Speaker,
but I just want to say that, notwith-
standing our inability to work together
on a number of issues, our ability to
work together as professionals in this
body has been a very rewarding experi-
ence for me.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER).

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding this
time to me.

Mr. Speaker, it was my experience to
come to this body in the midst of the
104th Congress right after the govern-
ment shutdown, and passions were
high, and I was thrust into an inter-
esting situation. I felt like I was a high
school freshman in a body of 435 senior
class presidents. The gentleman from
California (Mr. Fazio) was one of the
bright spots for me, somebody who
helped me understand what was going
on, somebody who took the time and
patience that was certainly not mer-
ited by anything on my part.

Mr. Speaker, I deeply appreciate
what the gentleman from California
(Mr. Faz10) represents. I am only start-
ing to understand what he has done for
this institution, and I have enjoyed lis-
tening today to the testimonies of
many of the gentleman’s colleagues,
and 1 am sure that I will continue, as
time goes on, to understand what he
has done to make this a better place.

But it is the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. Faz1o), the man, in which I
stand in awe. Despite difficult personal
times, one of the more challenging dis-
tricts in the United States and what I
think most would regard as a near im-
possible task, chairing our caucus, he
has always been a beacon of ration-
ality, civility and thoughtfulness.

Life in this institution is not a life
sentence. The gentleman from Cali-
fornia has earned the right to accept
new challenges and opportunities for
himself and his family. But I know my
constituents got a Congressperson who
is a little better because of the gentle-
man's thoughtfulness and knowledge,
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and I know that we are all better by
dint of his service.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
California, (Mr. WAXMAN).

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, it is
with a sense of sadness that I speak
today because I am really sorry to see
the gentleman from California (Mr.
FaAzio) leave this institution. I also rise
with a great deal of appreciation for
the work that he has done in his career
in public service.

We first met each other when Vic was
a staffer and 1 was a member of the
State Assembly in California. Later he
was elected to the Assembly, we served
as colleagues there and for the past 20
years here.

I think the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. FAzI10) is in the category of
being someone who is absolutely indis-
pensable. He is the Member who will al-
ways work hard, doing more than his
fair share of the work. He will take on
issues that others avoid, and he will be
more interested in making sure that,
at the end of the day, we have an ac-
complishment. than the fact that he
might get a moment or two on the na-
tional television network coverage.

The gentleman from California (Mr.
Fazio) is the kind of person that re-
minds us that we should be proud of
those who seek a career in public serv-
ice. He is a politician and he is a legis-
lator, and in both of those areas he is
a professional. This institution is going
to miss him enormously.

I know that all of us have seen the
deterioration of civility in this House,
the People's House. We have dif-
ferences of opinion. But we need Mem-
bers like the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. FAZIO) who can express the
differences in a way that will look for
accommodations, ways to build bridges
to each other and ways to reach a point
where we can have accomplishments.

When we think about the debates
that we have had in politics in the last
couple of years where people have
prided themselves on inexperience, on
not knowing how the system worked,
on not being insiders, of not being pro-
fessional politicians, the gentleman
from California (Mr. FAz10) stands out
as a reason why they are wrong. He is
a leader, he is an insider, he is re-
spected, he is a pro. 1 want to say to
him he has been a great friend to me
and Janet, and I want to wish Vic and
Judy all the very best.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. PELOSI).

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, as a friend
and admirer of the gentleman from
California (Mr. Faz10), it is with mixed
feelings that I rise today to congratu-
late him and wish him much success in
what lies ahead for him and for Judy
Fazio, but with some sadness and dis-
appointment, of course, for this body
because his departure is a tremendous
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loss to our Congress and to our coun-
try.

Others have talked about the gentle-
man’s record in California, and I cer-
tainly, as former chair of the Cali-
fornia Democratic Party many years
ago, am well aware of that. I remember
the gentleman from California (Mr.
FAz10) in the 1970s as a top-notch ad-
ministrator to the California State As-
sembly, and then as a member of the
Asgsembly himself, and then very quick-
ly rising to become a Member of this
body, all along the way gaining respect
for his values and his principles.

It is just something one says in Cali-
fornia about any issue: ‘‘Have you spo-
ken to Vic?” No last name, just, “‘Have
you spoken to Vic?'’, and that meant
that that was the touchstone, that was
the place we went, that he was the
compass, he could give direction to us.

And others have talked about what a
great party leader he has been as a
Democrat, really with a large D" and
a small “d.”” Certainly we are proud of
him as a political leader of our party,
but a small *'d"’ of bringing people into
participation and into leadership, Cho-
ral Foundation, talent scouting from
the very young people and into his
leadership in this body as chair of our
caucus.

The sky is the limit for the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FAZz1O). He
has chosen to leave us now, but, of
course, we all wish him much success.

But 1 want to talk about just one
other phase, and that is the pride I
take in the gentleman'’s service in Con-
gress personally as a member of the
Italian-American community. In his
service here and in his service to our
country he has always represented the
values of our community, family val-
ues, a commitment to family, to edu-
cation, to hard work, to commitment,
to religion and to making the future
brighter for our children. And it was
this respect that he had for his own,
this pride he had for his own heritage,
that led him to respect the diversity in
our country and the pride that all of
those people took. So he is our all-
American, Italian-American, great
Democratic leader. We will miss him.
Paul and I give our best regards to
Judy for her contribution as well and
to the gentleman from California (Mr.
Fazio) for much success in the future.

I thank the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. FAz10) on behalf of my con-
stituents and personally.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. PRICE).

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I am pleased today to join in
these tributes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. FAZ10), a Member I re-
gard as the model of what a Member of
this body ought to be and a wonderful
human being.

Vic Fazio is a man of many facets.
He is a fine legislator. He is skilled in
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the workings of this body. He does not
have a match among us in his ability
to work through difficult issues, to find
a basis for accommodation. He looks
out very, very effectively for Califor-
nia's interests, but he also helps all of
us do our job for our constituents.

The gentleman from California (Mr.
FAz10) is a guardian of this institution.
He is eloquent, as any of us can testify,
in rebuking those who would take
cheap shots at this institution, at-
tempting to polish their own reputa-
tions at the expense of the Congress.
But he is not uncritical; he has his own
agenda for change. He is a loving critic
of this place and has been a leader in fi-
nance reform and ethics reform and
making the Congress a more respon-
sive, more effective institution. He has
been a builder at a time when many
were ready to destroy, and history will
judge his role as a constructive and im-
portant one.

The gentleman from California (Mr.
Fazio) is a man of great personal
strength and depth. He has endured a
devastating loss in his own family and
has, in turn, reached out to many oth-
ers in this body in times of stress and
grief, proving himself a true friend and
a source of spiritual strength.

And I know staff feel that way, too.
How many times have members of our
staffs expressed their admiration for
the gentleman from California (Mr.
FAZ10) as one who respects them, who
treats them as peers, who knows how
to work with all kinds of people to
make good and important things hap-

n?

And, finally, the gentleman from
California (Mr. FAzIo) is a treasured
colleague. He has been a mentor for
many of us; I have felt that way since
the first day I arrived here. He is a
source of good advice, a source of en-
couragement, a friend in good times
and bad. I feel personally indebted to
him for what he has meant to me and
for many of my friends and colleagues.

We bid Vic FAzio a very reluctant
farewell today. We hope we will see a
lot more of him, but we will miss the
good work and good humor and good
colleagueship that have contributed so
much to our life in this House.

We bid farewell to the gentleman
from California (Mr. FAZIO) with great
admiration and affection, great per-
sonal indebtedness and all good wishes.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. MATSUI).

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to thank Mr. HALL, the gentleman
from Ohio, for yielding this time to me.

I was fortunate and honored to come
in in 1979 with the gentleman from
California (Mr. FAZ10). We were a class
of 77 members, 44 Democrats and 33 Re-
publicans. And last November, Novem-
ber of 1997, when the gentleman from
California (Mr. FAZ10) told me, we were
at McClelland Air Force Base. He want-
ed to call me later that night and
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asked where I was, and we spoke on the
phone, and he said that he was retiring
and leaving the Congress. I have to say
that after I got over my shock it was
probably one of the saddest occasions
that I have had. And since that time I
have had an opportunity to really
think of his role in this institution and
back home and as a colleague of mine,
adjacent are our districts, and I have
come to really believe that our con-
stituents in Sacramento, northern
California and all of California in Jan-
uary will really come to understand
the value of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. FAZIO).

Mr. Speaker, we will not have his ad-
vice, we will not have his counsel, we
will not have his very powerful role in
the House Committee on Appropria-
tions. We will not have his ability to
glue all of the California delegation, all
the very diverse elements of the Cali-
fornia delegations together. And I have
to say that the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. FAziOo) in my opinion is
really one of the true giants and one of
the true leaders, the Dick Bollings of
the world, those that really gave stat-
ure to this institution. He will be re-
membered in that light.

From a personal level I just have to
say that I want to thank the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FAZIO)
very much because, over the 20 years
that we have had the opportunity to
serve together, through his example he
really taught me and I have learned
through him the real value of what it
is to be a politician.
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You, more than any other person,
have given me really the kind of under-
standing what a noble profession it
really could be through your example
and through your leadership.

Personally, I am just going to really
miss you a lot. We have become almost
the best of friends. You and Judy, I
have to say, are wonderful people, and
you mean so much to Doris and myself
and to all of us in this country. Thank
you for your service.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield two minutes to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. EDWARDS).

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, along
with my colleagues, I share the feeling
that this is one of those moments
where it is awfully difficult to explain
our true feelings about a friend of ours
and a true public servant.

I would imagine that these speeches
will not make the national headlines
tomorrow, because there is no con-
troversy, there is nothing but una-
nimity in this House about the public
service and the character of our friend
and colleague, Vic Fazio. I wish his life
would be in the headlines tomorrow,
because he would be a reminder to
yvoung people, from California to Maine
to Texas, that it is a noble calling to be
in public service.
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Winston Churchill once said that we
make a living by what we get, but we
make a life by what we give. Based on
the high standards of that statesman,
the life of Vic FAzio has been a rich
life, and I am confident will continue
to be a rich life, for what he has given,
given to his district, given to the State
of California and given to the Nation.
There will be other occasions where I
am sure we can list all of his many ac-
complishments.

Having served with him on the Sub-
committee on Energy and Water Devel-
opment of the Committee on Appro-
priations, I am grateful for what he has
done to help save families all across
this country from the devastation of
future floods and for what he has done
to preserve future generations in
America by bringing about programs,
important programs, to put aside the
waste from nuclear power plants. There
are millions of families who will ben-
efit from Vic FAzio’'s life, but they will
never know that, because their home
will not be flooded, or perhaps there
will not be a nuclear incident. But just
as surely as we are here today to ex-
press our gratitude to VIc for his life of
accomplishment, there are Americans
all across this land of ours that should
be and will be deeply grateful and will
have benefitted from what he did.

Finally, in a body and in a process
that usually rates people by the list of
their accomplishments, I must say that
while Vic’'s list would be lengthy, the
fact is that all of us respect him and
will remember him even more for the
kind of person that he is, for the char-
acter, the decency, that we could only
dream about and want to have in pub-
lic service.

So to our friend and colleague, we
say God speed and wish you all the best
in the years to come. Thank you for
your great service to our country.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield one minute to the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. CARDIN).

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank my friend from Ohio for yielding
me this time.

Mr. Speaker, what a great legacy ViIC
Fazio will leave when he retires from
this institution. I think we all could
try to emulate what he has done as a
Congressman.

Yes, Vic will be known for what he
has done for the people of California,
the economic programs he has brought
forward and the effectiveness with
which he has represented the people of
California. He will be known in this
Nation as a champion on environ-
mental issues, on family and children
issues, on human rights issues. But,
Mr. Speaker, I would like to use the
little time I have just to point out
what a great legacy he has left on the
love for this institution and trying to
strengthen this institution.

He has served on our Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct; he
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served as chairman of our Caucus, and
he has always strengthened this insti-
tution and provided the integrity that
is expected by the American people. He
has strengthened the ability of every-
one to have the voices of their con-
stituents heard.

What a great record, what a great in-
dividual, what a great friend. He will
be sorely missed. I can tell you there
are not many like him. I am glad to
call him my friend.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yvield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, before yielding back the
balance of my time, I would just sim-
ply say that this has been a tremen-
dous tribute to Vic Fazio, and it has
been impromptu. I have not seen any-
body come over here with a written
speech. It has been very, very bipar-
tisan.

It is almost too bad that we walit
until somebody’s career is over in the
Congress before we say these things.
We ought to maybe start to figure out
where we are when we have a great per-
son here in the middle of their term
and praise them right then. I think it
would be so much better to let them
know what we think of them.

We think a lot of Vic FAZIO, not only
as a professional, as a legislator, but as
a wonderful person, a good man. We
will miss him, the country will miss
him, and we appreciate him very much.

Vic, I know you are going to say a
few things later on, so I look forward
to listening to them.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. HALL), my col-
league on the Committee on Rules, his
words are well spoken.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time, and I move the previous
question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to H. Res. 550, I call up the conference
report on the bill (H.R. 4112) making
appropriations for the Legislative
Branch for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1999, and for other purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
NEY). Pursuant to House Resolution
550, the conference report is considered
as having been read.

(For conference report and state-
ment, see proceedings of the House of
September 22, 1998, at page 21132.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. WALSH)
and the gentleman from New York (Mr.
SERRANO) each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WALSH).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that all Members
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may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the conference report to ac-
company H.R. 4112 and that I may in-
clude tabular and extraneous material.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, today we bring before
the House the conference report on the
fiscal year 1999 Legislative Branch ap-
propriations bill, H.R. 4112, and ask my
colleagues for their support.

This conference report is a bipartisan
agreement, worked out with our col-
leagues in the other body, with a unan-
imous vote among the conferees. Be-
fore I begin to highlight the agree-
ment, I would like to recognize every
member of the subcommittee for their
contribution to this work product: On
the majority side, the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. YOUNG), the gentleman
from California (Mr. CUNNINGHAM), the
gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. WAMP)
and the gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
LATHAM); from the minority side, my
good friend and colleague, the ranking
member, the gentleman from New York
(Mr. SERRANO), along with the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FAZIO) and
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
HoYER). All of these Members worked
as a team to produce this final con-
ference report.

Our original bill, H.R. 4112, and now
the conference report, reflect the hard
work and the dedication of a tireless
staff from both sides of the aisle. I
would like to again thank Ed Lombard,
Art Jutton, Tom Martin, Lucy Hand,
Greg Dahlberg, and Johanna Kenny for
their daily contributions needed to
produce our final product.

Lastly, I believe it is of great impor-
tance to also thank every employee
who serves here in the People's House,
and we see them all around us. Without
your dedication, this House simply
could not function. On behalf of every
Member honored to serve here, I want
to say a simple but sincere thank you
all for a job well done. We, the Mem-
bers, deeply appreciate your efforts.

Mr. Speaker, let me begin to summa-
rize the conference report. To summa-
rize, the conference agreement appro-
priates $2.3 billion in new budget au-
thority to the Congress and the support
agencies and offices of the Legislative
Branch. This amount is $116.8 million
below the amount requested in the
President’'s budget. That is a 4.7 per-
cent reduction.

Compared to the current level, the
$2.3 billion is a slight increase over the
$2.28 billion appropriated last year. The
2.7 percent increase overall is below the
prospective 3.6 percent cost of living
allowance that will probably be given
to all Federal employees, including the
Legislative Branch staff.
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This conference agreement appro-
priation level is $41 million below the
amount appropriated for the Legisla-
tive Branch in 1995, four years later. So
the downsizing program begun under
the leadership of the gentleman from
California (Chairman PACKARD) and the
ranking member, the gentleman from
California (Mr. FAz10), in the 104th
Congress, is still intact.

The House conferees were instructed
to concur in the Senate amendment on
the Capitol Police which restored
$4,197,000 in reductions made by the
House bill. The conferees did that. In
fact, the conference agreement is above
both the House and Senate amendment
level with respect to the Capitol Po-
lice.

The House bill appropriated
$76,381,000 for police salaries and ex-
penses, the Senate appropriated

$80,578,000 and the conference report is
$83,081,000.

So we have complied with the House
instructions to the conferees, and in
the spirit of the instruction we have
added additional amounts to fund the
parity pay and longevity increases re-
quested for the men and women of our
police force who have served us so cou-
rageously.

A few other highlights, Mr. Speaker.
The Legislative Branch jobs, the posi-
tions in the Legislative Branch have
been reduced another 405 FTEs below
the current year. The adjustment to
the House-passed items agreed to in-
clude:

The conferees added $§9.4 million
above the House bill for the Architect
of the Capitol, which will fund several
security-related projects. Under the
Architect, the funds to design an inte-
grated security program and other se-
curity design costs for police activi-
ties, $1.5 million; funds to begin re-
placement of the aging chillers at the
Capitol Power Plant, $6 million; and
funds to uniform the workers of the Ar-
chitect for security reasons, $193,000.

The conferees also agreed to lan-
guage which makes permanent the au-
thorization of the American Folk Life
Center at the Library of Congress. The
conferees also agreed to provide $1 mil-
lion to be matched by 1 million private
dollars raised by the National Trust for
Historic Preservation to maintain in
perpetuity the Congressional Ceme-
tery. The Congressional Cemetery was
determined to be one of the 11 most en-
dangered historic sites in America. Our
subcommittee, working together with
the Senate, decided that we would ap-
propriate $1 million of taxpayer funds
to be used as matching funds to main-
tain this by setting up a trust fund.

The cemetery, as I mentioned before,
is not a place where we are entitled to
go when we pass on to our final reward.
Members of Congress are not buried
there by entitlement. If we wish to be,
we can be, as have other members of
the Legislative and Executive Branch,
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individuals who have worked in all ca-
pacity for the government, and private
citizens.

It is run as any other cemetery is. It
is just that given its historic nature,
we felt that a commitment should be
made, since it had fallen into disrepair.
We are very proud of this, Mr. Speaker,
and hopefully this will be a contribu-
tion that this subcommittee has made
to our posterity.

Again, I thank my good friend and
colleague, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SERRANO), who I look for-
ward to working with on a bipartisan
basis when the New York Yankees win
this year’s world series.

Mr. Speaker, it is a pleasure to present the
conference report on the FY1999 legislative
branch appropriations bill, H.R. 4112.

To summarize, the conference agreement
appropriates $2.3 billion ($2,349,937,100) in
new budget authority to the Congress and the
support agencies and offices of the legislative
branch. This amount is $116.8 million
($116,829,500) below the amount requested in
the President's budget. That is a 4.7% cut-
back.

Compared to the current level, the $2.3 bil-
lion is a slight increase over the $2.28 billion
appropriated for fiscal 1998. The 2.7% in-
crease is below the prospective 3.6% cost of
living adjustment that will probably be given to
all Federal employees—including the Legisla-
tive branch staff.

This conference agreement appropriation
level is $41 million below the amount appro-
priated for the legislative branch in 1995. So,
the downsizing program begun in the 104th
Congress is still intact.

The House conferees were instructed to
concur in the Senate amendment on the Cap-
itol Police which restored $4,197,000 in reduc-
tions made by the House bill. The conferees
did that. In fact, the conference agreement is
above both the House bill and the Senate
amendment with respect to the Capitol Police.

The House bill appropriated $76,381,000 for
Police Salaries and Expenses, the Senate ap-
propriated $80,578,000, and the conference
agreement provides $83,081,000.

So, we have complied with the instruction of
the House to the House conferees, and in the
spirit of the instruction, we have added addi-
tional amounts to fund the parity pay and lon-
gevity increases requested for the men and
women of our police force.

Highlights of the conference report: Oper-
ations of the Senate: $469.4 million
($469,391,000); operations of the House:
$734.1 million ($734,107,700); joint items
(Joint committees, Capitol police, guide serv-
ice, etc.): $96.1 million ($96,134,400); Archi-
tect of the Capitol: $201.9 million
($201,910,000), including the Botanic Garden
and Library buildings; Library of Congress:
$363.6 million ($363,640,000), including the
Congressional Research Service; Congres-
sional Budget Office: $25.7 million
($26,671,000); Office of Compliance: $2.1 mil-
lion ($2,086,000); Government Printing Office:
$103.7 million ($103,729,000); and General

Accounting Office: $354.3 million
($354,268,000), plus a transfer of unexpended
balances of FY 1998 funds.
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| will include a table showing details and a
list of the highlights of the conference agree-
ment.

It may be of some interest to compare the
conference agreement to the bill that passed
the House on June 25. As is customary, that
bill did not contain funds for the operations of
the Senate.

The House bill, without the Senate, was
$1.8 billion. For those same items, the con-
ferees agreed to a level of $1.82 billion. The
House came up by $21.7 million, in order to
pay for some urgently needed projects. That is
an increase of only 1.2%. So, the House con-
ferees did well.

The result is an increase of $61.6 million
over the current year for House-considered
items. That is 2.7% above the FY1998 level
and well within the prospective 3.6% staff cost
of living increase that we are told will be grant-
ed by the Administration.

In addition, Legislative Branch jobs have
been reduced 405 FTE's below the current

ar.
yeTha adjustments to House-passed items
agreed to include:

The conferees added $9.4 million above the
House bill for the Architect of the Capitol
which will fund several security-related
projects. y . .

Under the Architect: Funds to design an in-
tegrated security program and other security
design costs for Police activities ($1.5 million);
funds to begin replacement of the aging
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chillers at the Capitol Power Plant ($5 million);
and funds to uniform the workers of the Archi-
tect for security reasons ($193,000).

At the Library: $2.25 million to digitize the
collections and commemorate two important
aspects of this country's history; and $993,000
for theft detection tags for materials in the Li-
brary’'s collections

Another item of concem to the conferees
was the funding for the Capitol Police. The
conferees agreed to provide additional funds
for pay initiatives requested by the Capitol Po-
lice Board. However, the funds remain fenced,
pending approval of the appropriate authori-
ties.

Several legislative matters were agreed to in
conference. For congressional printing, a long-
standing provision (carried in the House bill)
on availability of funds to pay printing costs
has been retained. The conferees agreed to a
modification of Senate language that relates to
billing procedures.

There is an administrative provision that
provides for investment on National Garden
gift funds in Federal securities.

Under title Ill of the bill, the House agreed
to drop a provision for the Architect to use en-
ergy savings contracts for capital projects. We
understand that the energy savings already in
place reduce the appeal of the Capitol campus
for such approaches. In addition, the con-
ferees agreed to language for the buyout pro-
grams for the Architect and Public Printer. The
language requires each agency to pay into the
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Civil Service Retirement Fund to offset the
cost of early retirements. This is similar to
other Federal buyout programs. The conferees
have retained a provision added as a House
Floor amendment requiring the Architect to de-
velop an energy savings strategy.

The conferees agreed to language which
makes permanent the authorization of the
American Folklife Center at the Library of Con-
gress. The conferees also agreed to an
amendment of a Senate provision relating to
charges to the Government Printing Office by
the Employee's Compensation Fund at the
Department of Labor. The amended language
removes GPO as an agency responsible for
administrative costs of the fund, in accord with
an opinion issued by the Comptroller General.

Two House housekeeping provisions were
also added, at the request of the House Over-
sight Committee.

SUMMARY

In summary, the bill provides $2.3 billion
($2,349,937,100). It is 4.7% ($116.8) million
below the requests in the President’s budget.
FTE levels have been reduced by 405.

The bill maintains a smaller legislative
branch as established by the policies set in
the 104th Congress. And it provides stability to
those operations that must support our legisla-
tive needs.

| urge the adoption of the conference report.
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LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 1999 (H.R. 4112)

FY 1808 FY 1888 compared with

Foa aod

SENATE
Expense Allowances
Expense allowances:
P 10,000 10,000
President Pro Tempore of the Senale. 10,000 10,000
Majority Leader of the Senate 10,000 10,000
Leader of the Senate 10,000 10,000
Majority Whip of the Sena 5,000 5,000
Minority Whip of the Senate 5,000 5,000
ch of the Majority Conf Committes 3,000 3,000
Chalrman of the Minority Conf Commitiee. 3,000 3,000
Subtotal, exp di 56,000 56,000
Representation aliowances for the Majority and Minority
Leaders 30,000 b X0 1 S — 30,000
Total, Exp and rep et 886,000 BB000  .vcmrsrmmsisrnensis ss 86,000 [ K+ o+ L ———
Salaries, Officers and Employees
Office of the Vice Presid 1,612,000 1,868,000 1,858,000 1,858,000 +47,000
Office of the President Pro Temp: 371,000 402,000 402,000 402,000 +31,000
Offices of the Majority and Minority Leaders ... 2,388,000 2,438,000 2,438,000 2,438,000 +48,000
Offices of the Majority and Minority Whips 1,221,000 1,418,000 1,416,000 1,418,000 + 185,000
Committes on Appropriati 8,050,000 6,050,000 +8,050,000
Conf commitiess 2,122,000 R 12K L O ———— 2,184,000 2,184,000 +62,000
Offices of the S ries of the Confs of the
A y and the Confe AL T T —— - 408,000 570,000 570,000 570,000 +161,000
Policy Committees 2,155,000 2,218,000 2,218,000 +83,000
Office of the Chap 260,000 267,000 267,000 +7,000
Office of the Secretary 13,306,000 13,684,000 13,604,000 +388,000
Office of the Sergeant at Arms and Dx P 33,037,000 33,805,000 33,805,000 +768,000
Offices of the S laries for the Majority and Minority 1,185,000 1,200,000 1,200,000 +35,000
Agency contributions and relaled exp 19,208,000 21,332,000 21,332,000 +2,124,000
Total, salaries, officers and oy 77,254,000 87,233,000 87,233,000 +8,879,000
Office of the Legislative Counsel of the Senale
and exp 3,805,000 b ¢ - Ko o o [ —— 3,753,000 3,753,000 + 148,000
Office of Senate Legal Counsel
Sal and exg 966,000 L o K o o T —— 1,004,000 1,004,000 +38,000
Exy Al of the Secrelary of the Senate,
Sergeant al Arms and Doorkesper of the Senate, and
i ies for the Majority and M ly of the
S Ex b 12,000 VROOD 2 s 12,000 ARR000: e L
Contingent Expenses of the Senate
Ing and | Igati 75,600,000 FLT: 21 o O — 66,800,000 66,800,000 -8,800,000
Expenses of United Senate Caucus on
b I N tics Control 370,000 370,000 370,000 370,000
S y of the Senale 1,511,000 1,511,000 1,511,000 1,511,000
Sergeant at Arms and Doorkeeper of the Senate 64,833,000 63,511,000 60,511,000 60,511,000
Miscell ftems 7,805,000 7,805,000 8,655,000 8,855,000
S " Official P and Office Exp Account. 228,600,000 243,881,000 228,156,000 238,156,000
Stationery (revolving fund) 13,000
Official Mail Costs
Exp 300,000 300,000 BOOPO0- ovisinsisicassiioasiionia
378,132,000 377,303,000 377,303,000 1,826,000
Total, Senate 461,055,000 LR o o o N —— 480,391,000 469,281,000 +8,336,000
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Payments to Widows and Heirs of Deceased
Members of Congress
Gratuities, d d M 270,300 133,600 138,700 136,700 136,700 -133,600
Salaries and Expenses
House Leadership Offices
Office of the Speal 1,580,000 1,705,000 1,688,000 1,688,000 1,686,000 +86,000
Office of the Majority Floor Leader 1,626,000 1,688,000 1,852,000 1,852,000 1,652,000 +26,000
Office of the Minority Floor Leader. 1,652,000 1,886,000 1,675,000 1,675,000 1,675,000 +23,000
Office of the Majority Whip. 1,024,000 1,083,000 1,043,000 1,043,000 1,043,000 +18,000
Office of the Minority Whip. 888,000 1,026,000 1,020,000 1,020,000 1,020,000 +22,000
Speaker's Office for Legisiative Floor Activities..............co.cevmmnn 397,000 406,000 397,000 387,000 WO o onminmsnsmsssimimesa
Republican Commitiee. 736,000 753,000 738,000 738,000 738,000 +2,000

Republican Con 1,172,000 1,205,000 1,199,000 1,198,000 1,199,000 +27,000
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LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 1999 (H.R. 4112)— continued

Conference
FY 1808 FY 1008 compared with
Enacted Estimate House Senate Conference enacted
Democratic Steering and Policy COMMIMBR...........c.uemssmssscss 1,277,000 1,310,000 1,205,000 1,265,000 1,285,000 +18,000
D jc Caucus 831,000 648,000 842,000 842,000 842,000 +11,000
Nine ity employ 1,180,000 1,218,000 1,180,000 1,180,000 H100,000  ....ccrseemereasione —
Tralning and Development Program:
Majority 280,000 290,000 280,000 +280,000
y 290,000 290,000 280,000 +280,000
Sub I, House Leadership Offices. 12,283,000 12,688,000 13,117,000 13,117,000 13,117,000 +824,000
Exp 379,788,000 412,964,000 385,279,000 385,279,000 385,279,000 +15,480,000
Committes Employees
Standing Commitiees, Special and Select (except
86,268,000 80,608,000 88,743,000 80,743,000 89,743,000 +3,4785,000
Commilttes on Appropriations (Including studies and
3 ) 18,276,000 18,731,000 18,373,000 18,373,000 18,373,000 +1,087,000
Subtolal, Commitiee employ 104,544,000 110,338,000 108,118,000 108,118,000 108,116,000 +4,572,000
Salaries, Officers and Employees
Office of the Clerk 16,804,000 15,817,000 15,385,000 15,385,000 15,285,000 1,438,000
Office of the Sergeant al Arms. 3,564,000 3,811,000 3,501,000 3,501,000 3,501,000 83,000
Office of the Chief Administrative OICEr ...............cunsmmmsnn 50,727,000 58,829,000 57,211,000 57,211,000 57,211,000 +8,484,000
Office of Insg G '} 3,808,000 4,379,000 3,853,000 3,853,000 3,053,000 + 145,000
Office of G I G i 840,000 * 840,000 840,000 840,000 +840,000
Office of the Chapiai 133,000 136,000 133,000 133,000 o ———
Office of the F tari 1,101,000 1,108,000 1,106,000 1,108,000 1,108,000 +5,000
Office of the Paii Marian. (852,000) (804,000} {804,000) {804,000} {904,000) (+52,000)
Compilation of precedents of the House of
Fley b (248,000) (202,000) (202,000) (202,000} {202,000) (-47,000)
Office of the Law Revision C . 1,821,000 1,857,000 1,812,000 1,812,000 1,812, +81,000
Office of the Legislative C: I 4,827,000 4,880,000 4,860,000 4,880,000 4,880,000 +153,000
Corrections Calendar Office. 791,000 810,000 788,000 796,000 780,000 +8,000
Other authorized employ 780,000 181,000 181,000 181,000 181,000 -586,000
F Speak (584,000 (-584,000)
Technical Assistants, Office of the Attending Physiclan........... (186,000) (191,000) (191,000) (191,000) (191,000) (+5,000)
Subtotal, Salarles, Officers and E y 84,358,000 82,858,000 88,991,000 88,891,000 88,081,000 +5,635,000
Alliowances and Expenses
Suppli L i costs and Federal
tort claims 2,225,000 2,708,000 2,575,000 2,575,000 2,575,000 +350,000
Official mall (commitiees, leadership, administrative
and leglslative offices) 500,000 500,000 410,000 410,000 410,000 -80,000
Government contributh 124,380,000 132,848,000 132,832,000 132,832,000 132,632,000 +8,442,000
M ftems, 641,000 851,000 651,000 651,000 851,000 +10,000
Subtotal, All and sxp 127,756,000 138,808,000 138,488,000 138,458,000 136,468,000 +8,712,000
Total, les and exp 708,738,000 785,454,000 733,871,000 733,871,000 733,871,000 +25,233,000
Total, House of Reg b 708,008,300 765,587,600 734,107,700 734,107,700 734,107,700 +25,080,400
JOINT [TEMS
Joint E ic Commitiee. 2,750,000 2,766,000 2,788,000 2,796,000 3,008,000 +348,000
Joint Committes on Printing 804,000 804,000 352,000 202,000 352,000 -452,000
Joint C itte® on T i 5,815,500 6,018,000 6,018,000 5,965,400 5,965,400 + 148,800
Office of the Attending Physician
Medical suppli Juilg W, exg and alk 1,266,000 1,383,000 1,383,000 1,415,000 1,415,000 + 148,000
Capitol Police Board
Capliol Police
Salaries:
Sergeant at Arms of the House of Representatives..... 34,118,000 38,803,000 35,022,000 35,770,000 37,037,000 +2,818,000
Sergeant at Arms and Doorkeeper of the Senate 36,837,000 30,508,000 37,583,000 38,511,000 39,807,000 42,870,000
Subtotal, salark 70,855,000 76,108,000 72,615,000 74,281,000 76,844,000 +5,888,000
G 3,086,000 8,361,000 3,766,000 6,287,000 6,237,000 +3,138,000
(By transfer) (4,000,000) (-4,000,000)
! , Capliol Police. 74,054,000 84,488,000 76,381,000 80,578,000 83,081,000 +8,027,000
Capitol Guide Service and Special Services Office. 1,881,000 2,185,000 2,110,000 2,185,000 2,195,000 +204,000
8t of Approp 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 B0 | criieiibyrrestbivistsan -
Total, Joint lems 86,710,500 97,685,000 88,070,000 83,181,400 96,134,400 +8,423,000
OFFICE OF COMPLIANCE
k. and exp 2,478,000 2,286,000 2,088,000 2,288,000 2,086,000 -383,000
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LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 1999 (H.R. 4112)— continued

Conference
FY 1988 FY 1800 compared with
Enacted Esti House Senale Confh d
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE
S and exp 24,787,000 25,838,000 25,871,000 25,671,000 25,671,000 +874,000
ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL
Capitol Bulidings and Grounds
Capitol buildings, salaries and exp 44,477 000 56,342,000 40,347,000 44,641,000 43,683,000 784,000
Capitol gr 25,116,000 26,623,000 5,803,000 6,055,000 6,048,000 -18,070,000
Senate office bullding 52,021,000 BE,708,000  ..ooscrssrmmsmmrnsnens oy 53,844,000 54,144,000 +2,123,000
House office bullding: 38,610,000 43,788,000 42,138,000 42,138,000 42,138,000 +5,528,000
Capitol Power Plant 37,832,000 44,379,000 37,145,000 42,222 000 42,174,000 +4,242 000
Offsetting collecti -4,000,000 4,000,000 ~4,000,000 4,000,000 OONOOD . vrevesrrssemrersmemersres
Net sublotal, Capitol Power PIant ... 33,832,000 40,378,000 33,145,000 38,222,000 38,174,000 +4,242,000
Ti Architect of the Capitol 182,158,000 221,888,000 121,434,000 184,701,000 184,188,000 -7,870,000
LIBRARY OF
Congressional Research Service
Salaries and exp 64,603,000 88,461,000 66,688,000 67,877,483 87,124,000 42,521,000
GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE
Congressional printing and binding 1/ ........ccocmimrimmmsmnn 81,888,000 84,000,000 74,485,000 75,500,000 74,485,000 7,204,000
Total, title |, Congressional O { 1,622,477 ,800 1,742,583,600 1,113,521,700 1,852,715,583 1,653,185,100 +30,687,300
TITLE Il - OTHER AGENCIES
BOTANIC GARDEN
Balarles and exp 3,018,000 3,235,000 3,032,000 3,180,000 3,052,000 +36,000
LIBRARY OF CONGRESS
8 and exp 227,504,000 238,415,000 234,822,000 238,178,542 238,373,000 +10,868,000
Authority 10 spend | -7,888,000 -8,500,000 8,850,000 8,500,000 -8,850,000 +1,018,000
Net subtotal, Salaries and exg 218,635,000 232,815,000 227,872,000 232,876,542 231,523,000 +11,888,000
Office, and 34,381,000 35,268,000 33,897,000 35,288,000 34,881,000 +530,000
Authority 1o spend receipls +22,426,000 21,170,000 21,170,000 21,170,000 21,170,000 +1,256,000
Net sublotal, Copyright Office 11,835,000 14,089,000 12,727,000 14,099,000 13,721,000 +1,786,000
Books for the blind and physically handicapped,
salaries and exp 46,561,000 48,145,000 46,824,000 46,885,000 46,824,000 +263,000
F and f g 4,178,000 5,712,000 4,178,000 4,458,000 4,448,000 +270,000
Total, Uibrary of Congr CRS). 282,308,000 300,871,000 201,701,000 208,128,542 296,516,000 + 14,207,000
ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL
Cong tary JOORD00 | i 1,000,000 + 1,000,000
Library Bulidings and Grounds
8t and care 11,673,000 16,138,000 11,833,000 12,568,000 12,672,000 + 1,088,000
GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE
Office of Superintendent of Documents
Salaries and sxp 28,077,000 30,200,000 28,264,000 28,600,000 29,264,000 + 187,000
Government Printing Office Revolving Fund
GPO revolving fund 6,000,000
Total, Government Printing OMICe.........crmimmmismmssmmin 28,077,000 36,200,000 26,264,000 28,600,000 28,264,000 + 187,000
GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE
Salaries and exp 345,803,000 360,728,000 356,238,000 385,288,000 358,268,000 +8,3685,000
Offsetting collecti ~7,404,000 -2,000,000 -2,000,000 -2,000,000 2,000,000 + 5,404,000
Total, A ting Office 330,499,000 367,728,000 354,238,000 363,288,000 354,268,000 +14,768,000
Total, title Il, Other agench 665,474,000 724,173,000 891,168,000 708,772,542 686,772,000 +31,288,000
TITLE IV - TRADE DEFICIT REVIEW COMMISSION
Sec. 408 Trade ission appiop 2,000,000
Grand tolal 2,287,851 800 2,488,788,800 1,804,688,700 2,361,488,125 2,348,837,100 +61,885,300
TITLE | - CONGRESSIONAL OPERATIONS
Senate 461,055,000 L1 T K o O — 460,381,000 489,391,000 +8,336,000
House of Rep L 708,008,300 785,587,800 734,107,700 734,107,700 734,107,700 425,000,400

Joint hems 88,710,500 97,605,000 88,070,000 93,181,400 96,134,400 +8,423,900
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Conference
FY 1888 FY 1800 compared with
Enacted Estimate House Senate Conference enacled
Office of Compli 2,479,000 2,268,000 2,088,000 2,266,000 2,088,000 -363,000
Congressional Budget Office 24,797,000 25,838,000 25,671,000 25,671,000 25,671,000 +874,000
Architect of the Capitol 162,156,000 221,808,000 121,434,000 184,701,000 184,186,000 -7,870,000
Library of Congress: Congressional Research Senvice................. 64,803,000 88,461,000 88,888,000 67,877,483 67,124,000 +2,521,000
Congressional printing and binding, Govemment
Printing 81,666,000 84,000,000 74,485,000 75,500,000 74,485,000 7,204,000
Total, titie |, Congr perat 1,622,477,800 1,742,583,600 1,113,521,700 1,662,715,583 1,653,185,100 +30,887,300
TITLE Il - OTHER AGENCIES
Botanic Garden 3,018,000 3,235,000 3,032,000 3,180,000 3,052,000 +36,000
Library of Congress (except CRS) 282,308,000 300,871,000 291,701,000 208,128,542 206,518,000 +14,207,000
Architect of the Capltol (Congressional Cemetery and
Ubrary buildings and grounds) 11,573,000 18,139,000 12,833,000 12,568,000 13,672,000 +2,099,000
Govemnment Printing Office (except congressional
printing and binding) 20,077,000 38,200,000 29,264,000 28,600,000 26,264,000 +187,000
General A nting Office 330,460,000 387,728,000 354,238,000 383,268,000 354,268,000 + 14,768,000
Total, title Il, Other agencies 665,474,000 724,173,000 601,168,000 708,772,542 686,772,000 +31,286,000
TITLE IV - TRADE DEFICIT REVIEW COMMISSION
Sec. 400 Trade appropriati 2,000,000
Grand total 2,287,851,800 2,466,768,600 1,804,688,700 2,361,488,125 2,349,837,100 +61,985,300

1/ Includes transfer from revolving fund of $11,017,000.
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Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

0O 1145

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, first let me thank my
friend, the gentleman from New York
(Mr. JiMm WALSH) for those kind words
about the Yankees. I am just afraid
about the Texas Rangers first.

This is a good conference report. It
was a good bill to begin with, Mr,
Speaker, and more work has been done
on it, especially the work concerning
the Capitol Police and some other
items that were put in here. I want to
take very little time discussing the
bill, because the gentleman from New
York (Mr. WaLsH) has made all the
statements that are necessary, and sec-
ondly, I will be submitting a statement
for the RECORD.

To make sure that I do not run into
the same problem he did of getting a
note about leaving somebody out, let
me just say that I also want to thank
the staff on both sides, both the com-
mittee and subcommittee and personal
staff, that have done such a great job
in making this bill what it is, and mak-
ing our lives much easier. Of course, I
would single out Lucy Hand, the person
who knows more about this bill than I
do, which is the case around here most
of the time.

The bill I think speaks to something
that the gentleman from New York
(Mr. JiM WALSH) and I believe in very
seriously. That is the fact that in order
to be proud of this government, in
order to be proud of this democracy, we
also have to make sure that we main-
tain the grounds and the buildings and
the institution itself. One is not sepa-
rate from the other.

Many times I am terrified of the fact,
I hear people boast, as we all should,
about our great democracy, and then
always try to knock down the govern-
ment and the institutions involved in
it, as if a computer or something else
ran this democracy.

When I see the work we do in this hill
to make sure that we set a good tone
and a bipartisan tone, we are setting
the right tone, and especially in what
we did for the Capitol Police, we know
the tragedy we had here, and the state-
ment that we are making in saying
that we support them in the work they
do, we support them in the future, we
support them today in this conference
report.

With that, Mr. Speaker, 1 would hope
that all Members would support this
conference report.

Let me move on now, Mr. Speaker,
and speak about my friend, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. VIic FAZIO).

I was thinking, as I was hearing all of
the comments being made about the
gentleman from California (Mr. ViC
Faz10), and I know he is paying atten-
tion, because he wants to hear what I
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have to tell him. I may break into
Spanish at any minute, and the gen-
tleman will be terribly confused.

I was thinking, as I was listening to
all the tributes, how I know the gen-
tleman from California. It dawned on
me that if we were to have taken pho-
tographs of the gentleman from New
York (Mr. JOSE SERRANO) and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. VIiC FAZIO)
throughout the 9 years that I have been
here, we would find that most of these
photographs would be of me leaning
over at a subcommittee or committee
meeting or on the floor asking him
something, and the gentleman from
California (Mr. Vic Faz10) advising me.
That probably would be our photo
album. I don’t know how far he would
get showing that to his grandchildren,
but that would be the photo album.

The most important thing that I can
say, and that that I have found to be
the gentleman’s strength, is that he
fully understands all of the differences
that make up not only the Democratic
Party, but both parties.

In other words, when we come here,
especially as a freshman, we believe we
know everything there is to know
about our districts, about our States,
and certainly about everything that
should happen in Congress. What I have
found is that there was really one per-
son here, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. Vic FaZzio), who knew ex-
actly where every Member came from.
That is really important. He knew
every district, he knew every need, he
knew everyone. He knew every desire
of the Member.

When we talk about leadership and
the ability of talking to newcomers,
that ability to say, you are from New
York; you are from New York City, you
are not from upstate; you are from the
Bronx; your district is primarily His-
panic and African American; language
is an issue, immigration is an issue,
the gentleman from California knows
that about just about every single dis-
trict in the Nation. That I feel is what
prepares him, then, to talk to people.

On top of that, he happens to be
something which is great, he happens
to be a great human being. He happens
to be a friendly person who is always
ready to talk to someone and to smile.

He also taught me something else,
which I am trying to do. That is, how
do we pay our dues when we are mem-
bers of the Committee on Appropria-
tions? We our dues by playing a role in
the legislative branch appropriations
subcommittee, because what we do
here is not popular all the time, and
everybody supports it but nobody
wants to vote for it.

We are the only subcommittee that
has the support of the House, and then
has to go around rounding up votes,
and he did it year after year after year,
with the kind of tone that got people
to respect the work and respect the
subcommittee.
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Now, as the ranking member of this
subcommittee, and hopefully chairman
of this subcommittee in the future, I
take very seriously what he taught me.
He taught me by voice, he taught me
by advice, but mostly, he taught me by
example.

Let me be perhaps the last one today
who pays tribute to the gentleman
from California (Mr. VIC FAZIO) by just
simply doing something that comes
easy to me, and that is to quote a
phrase in Spanish that we use every so
often on this House floor. That is to
say, (Member spoke in Spanish); tell
me who you walk with, and I will tell
you who you are. For 9 years 1 have
walked with the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. Vic FAZIO), and therefore, I
am part of him, and that is not too bad.
I thank the gentleman for his friend-
ship.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong support of the
conference report on H.R. 4112, making ap-
propriations for the Legislative Branch for fis-
cal year 1999.

Chairman WALSH, the other subcommittee
Members, and | share a belief in and commit-
ment to Congress as an institution. This is the
People's branch of our national government.
Thousands of people work here. Constituents
come here to petition their government or see
how their laws are made. Tourists from all
over the Nation and the world, officials of gov-
ernment at all levels, and international leaders,
such as President Nelson Mandela yesterday,
visit here.

We must, in this bill, ensure that Congress
can operate efficiently, preserve and enhance
the Capitol complex, and protect the health,
safety, and security of all.

Mr. Speaker, | believe this conference
agreement improves on a good bill and pro-
vides the resources needed to run this enter-
prise.

Chairman WALSH has explained the agree-
ments in detail, but | will add a couple of com-
ments.

The conference agreement is more than half
a billion dollars above the House-passed bill,
but this is almost entirely because the House
bill, in keeping with the traditional comity be-
tween House and Senate, contained no funds
for the Senate. Excluding Senate items, the
conference agreement is really only about $11
million above the House bill, and part of this
is due to the fact that we have provided funds
to improve the pay structure for the Capitol
Police—weekend, holiday, and night differen-
tials, and an extension of the longevity sched-
ule.

For Congressional operations, the con-
ference agreement includes $1.7 billion, just
$31 million, or about two percent above last

edar.

2 This covers the operations of House and
Senate Member and Committee offices, ad-
ministrative offices, and the legislative support
activities of the Congressional Budget Office,
Congressional Research Service, and the Ar-
chitect of the Capitol.

The agreement also includes $697 million
for other agencies, such as the Library of Con-
gress, the General Accounting Office, and the
Government Printing Office.
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As in the House bill, it provides buyout au-
thority to the Architect and the GPO so they
can manage staff reductions and restructuring.
Buyouts are less expensive, less disruptive,
and less harmful to the affected workers than
the alternative, reductions-in-force.

Mr. Speaker, | repeat that this conference
agreement is a good one. However, there are
a couple of concerns on our side that must be
expressed.

First, however modest the increase in total
spending over last year is, it is still an in-
crease. In contrast, other appropriations bills
contain drastic cuts and even terminations in
programs of great importance to the American
people, especially the most vulnerable Ameri-
cans.

Second, the conference agreement, like the
House bill, provides funding for only one quar-
ter for the Joint Committee on Printing. This
assumes that Title 44 reform, including dis-
position of JCP's functions, will be completed
by the end of 1998. However, there are few
legislative days left in this session and there
has been no progress on reform since this bill
passed the House in June. | believe it is irre-
sponsible to leave oversight of GPO after De-
cember 31 unresolved.

To repeat what | have said again and again,
it has been a great personal pleasure for me
to work on this bill with our Chairman, JiM
WALSH. He is an old friend of mine, and | am
a long-time fan of his. He is hard-working and
knowledgeable, totally fair and bipartisan.

Of course, we have a very able staff. Ed
Lombard's experience and knowledge and
Greg Dahlberg's skill and expertise are match-
less. Tom Martin has provided valuable serv-
ice, and each Member's staff has contributed
to this process.

The other Members of the Subcommitiee,
too, have worked well together—Mr. YOUNG,
Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. WAMP, and Mr. LATHAM,
and the Chairman of the full Committee, Mr.
LIVINGSTON. On our side, we have the Ranking
Democrat of the full Committee, Mr. OBEY,
and Mr. HOYER, and Mr. FAzIO, whose com-
bined knowledge of the Legislative Branch is
staggering.

This institution and all of us will miss VIC
FAzi0 very much. Other Members have talked
about ViC's many talents and qualities—his
experience, his insight, his wisdom, his fair-
ness—but let me add that no one has been
more consistently devoted to this place, or had
more knowledge of its inner workings than
Vic. His retirement will leave an enormous gap
that we must struggle to fill.

Mr. Speaker, Chairman WALSH has done a
good job and this is a good bill. | will vote for
it and | urge my colleagues to do the same.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time he
may consume to the gentleman from
California (Mr. FAZI1O).

Mr. FAZIO of California. I thank the
gentleman very much, Mr. Speaker. It
has been a great honor to sit here and
listen to my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle comment about someone that
they have gotten to know in whatever
time we have spent together here in
this institution.

I guess the first thing I want to do is
say that I rise in support of the legisla-
tive branch bill. That will be the last
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time I will have the privilege of doing
that, and I certainly owe it to my won-
derful successors in this role, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. JIM
WALSH) and the gentleman from New
York (Mr. JOSE SERRANO), who have
done such a great job of upholding a
tradition that a number of us, the gen-
tlemen from California, Mr. JERRY
LEwis and Mr. RON PACKARD, Mr.
Young of Florida, and myself, at-
tempted to put in place here, with the
able assistance of some great staff, my
good friend, Ed Lombard perhaps most
prominent.

I will put my remarks in the RECORD
that go into great detail as to why the
Members should support this bill on
this occasion. However, I want to take
just a few minutes, if the Members are
willing to provide some time, perhaps
not as much as I might have taken but
just a little, to indicate how much my
opportunity for public service in this
institution has meant to me.

I suppose 1 could begin by referring
to my father and mother. My mother is
a great egalitarian, a person who be-
lieves in equality and loves the public
arena, while she never served in it, she
was always a person interested in cur-
rent events; and my dad, who came
through World War II, having spent
most of his youth in military service in
the South Pacific, came back to school
on the G.I. Bill, not really having his
first full job until he was 29 years old,
when his children were already 6 and 4;
who founded the Little League and
served on the school board and ran for
the city council, and did all those
things that people still do when they
believe that they have a role in giving
back to the public something that they
have received. I think my dad paid
back his G.I. Bill a lot earlier than
some other people might have done.

That led me to public service. I re-
member John Kennedy's campaign for
Vice President in 1956. I think I caught
a little bit of the political bug in my
early teen years. The next thing I
know, I am in California participating,
as my good friend, the gentleman from
California (Mr. JERRY LEWIS) said, in
the CORO program; and before long in
Sacramento, and a member of the As-
sembly; and before I had even had a
chance to really understand that insti-
tution I became a member of this body
for 20 years.

So for 33 years I have been privileged
to be a public servant. Believe me, one
of the hardest things about leaving
Congress will be to reorient my life for
at least a while to something other
than the public side of life, because for
me, it has meant a great deal.

I am not going to, on this occasion,
say some of the things I want to say
about service here. Suffice it to say I
think we have some work to do. We
need to attend to the requirement of
building friendship and cohesiveness,
and to the extent possible, bipartisan-
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ship among ourselves. Perhaps on an-
other occasion I will dig deeper into
those issues, because I think we have
got to deal with them. We know that
over the next several weeks and
months it will be even more important
that we succeed in the goals that our
constituents need us to succeed in, our
constitutional responsibilities with re-
gard to impeachment.

Suffice it to say, today an oppor-
tunity for me has come along to say
thank you. First and foremost, I need
to thank my family. My wife Judy, is
here and I want to tell her how much I
appreciate her being my partner, and
how much I love her. Judy, thank you.

I want to tell my children, Anne and
Dana and Kevin and Kristie, how much
I appreciate their sacrifices on my be-
half, letting me do what I have done for
s0 long. Anne's loss has been referenced
here today. Those 8 years that she had
after being diagnosed with leukemia
gave us all a great insight into her
courage and the spirit that moved her.

I was just reminded earlier about my
good friend, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. JERRY LEWIS) asking the
Pope to pray for her. I am sure that
contributed greatly to her having that
extra time. It really is an example of
the way in which Members here can
interact and go beyond partisanship
and really be friends. JERRY has been a
great one.

I remember one day when he stood
here in this well attempting to put a
model of the Capitol together while I
described it. It was during the debate
on the future of the west front. It was
one of the more farcical moments in
congressional history, but a good. ex-
ample of what we were willing to risk
in order to make a point.

1 think of my friend, the gentleman
from California (Mr. HOWARD BERMAN),
who would have been perhaps Speaker
in the California Assembly, but some of
us, like the gentleman from California
(Mr. JULIAN DIXON) and I left and came
back here and abandoned him. I think
of all those others who have been part
of the team, part of the group of people
trying to move our common purpose
along.

I think of the many people who
worked with and for me, people on this
floor, people on my District’s staff, like
Ann and Andy Karperos, who are here
today with Judy, people who work in
my office in the Capitol. We have so
many who have come and contributed
and remain friends. Those people have
made a difference in issues large and
small.

Most of all, T have to thank those
people who have given me the privilege
of allowing me to represent them. I
came from Massachusetts and New Jer-
sey to California at 22, and by 33, a
group of people in the Sacramento Val-
ley had let me represent them. It was a
great gift they gave me, a gift that I
am about to give back to them so they
can pass it on to someone else.
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These are diverse people, rep-
resenting perhaps 1 million now; at one
point or another over the last 20 years,
as my district has moved all over the
map, cattlemen and orchardists and
farmworkers and State workers, people
who teach at the University of Cali-
fornia; people who have given me the
privilege of, for a brief period in our
history, of being their voice, their out-
let to the democratic process.

I owe them the ultimate in thanks. 1
appreciate the gift they have given me,
and I know that when I give it back to
them, as I will in a few months, it will
be intact and in the kind of shape
where they can proudly pass it on to
the next person who will have, I think,
the greatest honor any American poli-
tician can ever have. That is being
elected to the people’'s House, the
House of Representatives. 1 thank
them very much and I thank all of my
colleagues.

Mr. Speaker, | rise today for the last time in
support of a legislative branch appropriations
bill.

| have enjoyed working with Chairman JiM
WALSH and ranking member JOSE SERRANO,
as well as the other members of the sub-
committee this year. We are charged with a
great responsibility, but often an unrecognized
one—that of being the keepers of this great
House by drafting legislation that insures that
we always will have a roof over our head—or
at least a dome—and gives our branch of gov-
emment the tools to run effectively.

| have taken great pride in serving 18 years
on this subcommittee and 14 years as the
chairman. In fact, the only person who ex-
ceeds my current tenure on this subcommittee
is Ed Lombard, whose assistance and guid-
ance over my tenure as chairman and as a
member of the subcommittee has been invalu-
able. Ed has served as the subcommittee’s
clerk since 1977. | hope that every Member of
the House recognizes Ed's dedication to the
legislative branch and to this process each
year. He truly is the one that keeps this bill
moving. With him here, | know that in the
years after | leave this House that it will still
be kept in order.

In 1981, as a new member of the Appropria-
tions Committee, | was thrust in the position of
chair of the Legislative Subcommittee. Ed
Lombard and other observers may have con-
sidered my performance a little uneven those
first few years. But | quickly understood, as
every member of this subcommittee does, the
significance of our work, and | became com-
mitted to a bipartisan approach for seeing this
bill through the legislative process.

Fortunately, | was assisted in that endeavor
for many years by the good humor of my
friend, JERRY LEWIS, and then BiLL YOUNG and
RoN PACkARD after him. | never ceased to be
amazed at how the defense bill, with its hun-
dreds of billions, would rocket through the
House in an afternoon, while we labored—
sometimes for two or three days—on sums
that amounted to DOD rounding errors.

Yes it was a necessary if time-consuming
annual ritual—the many floor amendments
and the protracted debate about how to spend
money on ourselves. And perhaps, in some
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years, the occasional unpleasantness of the
experience was balanced by realizing that
Members were becoming engaged in this im-
portant decision-making process.

There have been some victories, and there
have been some defeats.

For nearly a decade, | have been working
through this subcommittee on the possibility of
building a visitors' center on Capitol Hill. Not
only would this center add to the experience
of visiting our Capitol Building, but it would be
a great security enhancement.

We have appropriated funds for a feasibility
study. We have appropriated funds for a de-
sign, which was unveiled three years ago. We
have the cost estimates. All we need now to
do is build it.

| am frustrated with the House Republican
leadership, which has not been willing to move
this needed construction forward for the four
years in their charge. In light of the tragic vio-
lence that we were witness to on July 24 of
this year that left two U.S. Capitol Police offi-
cers mortally wounded, we need to act and we
need to act now. This tragic event, more than
any other reason, speaks volumes toward the
need for this facility and the need to move for-
ward quickly.

The Architect of the Capitol, Alan Hantman,
testified last year that the center would im-
prove the physical and educational facilities for
visitors, enhance the appearance of the East
Plaza, and permit the adoption of measures
that would “strengthen the security of the Cap-
itol while ensuring the preservation of the feel-
ing of open access.”

The House Sergeant at Arms, Bill Livingood,
is also a supporter of the construction of the
Capitol Visitors Center. He testified in the
same hearing that it would resolve many of
the sensitive security issues that exist in the
current security plan. He further testified that
using a visitors center as the primary entrance
and exit for the Capitol, would enable the Cap-
itol police to regulate the number of people in-
side the Capitol building at a given time and
allow them to be better prepared for an evacu-
ation should an emergency arise.

In July, we saw why there is a need to im-
prove security around the Capitol. Now is the
time to demonstrate that we have responded
to this tragedy and have done all we can to
prevent it happening again in the future.

There have been some victories, too. Some
are mundane, like energy efficient lighting.
Some were massive construction projects, like
the Hart Senate Office Building and the Madi-
son Building to the Library of Congress. Some
are historically significant, like the restoration
of the Capitol's West Front and the restoration
of the Jefferson Building, the original Library of
Congress. | am glad to have played a small
roll in all of them.

Now it's time to say goodbye to this bill and
this institution. But | leave it in the capable
hands of JM WALSH, JOSE SERRANO and the
next generation of Members who will wrestle
with these institutional issues on behalf of all
their colleagues and on behalf of all Ameri-
cans.

| wish them the best—may their efforts meet
with every success.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to my
good friend, the distinguished gen-
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tleman from California (Mr. JERRY
LEWIS), chairman of the subcommittee
on VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies
of the Committee on Appropriations,
and friend of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. Vic FAZIO).

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I appreciate my colleague’s yielding
time to me. I hope my colleagues who
are not on the floor but listening from
their offices will make note of this
passing, for we have heard today some
of those words which will be the last
words we hear from a man of the
House, the gentleman from California
(Mr. Vic FAZ1O).
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He is a man of the House, because
like very few Members, he understands
and believes in this institution.

While Vic and Judy are dear friends
of Arlene's and mine, I must say that
to see him leaving this place is a great
blow to all of us who believe in the fu-
ture of our democracy. For Vic, like
very few Members, truly understands
that politics is indeed a part of our life,
but our work involves this institution
and the people’s business.

He recognizes that most of the solu-
tions that come forth to this well do
not come forth in the form of partisan
politics, but that major solutions and
public policy are best melded by men
and women working together on behalf
of their people.

So, Mr. Speaker, we should all recog-
nize today, as the likes of ViCc come,
very few come with that quality. As
they leave the House, the House is less-
er because of it. I would hope we would
come together then bonded in our com-
mitment to make certain that we do
all that we can to preserve the govern-
ment's work as we preserve this insti-
tution.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. HEFNER).

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I regret
that I was not able to be here to com-
mend our colleague. I would like to say
this. Today there are two gentlemen in
this House, both of them from Cali-
fornia, who in my view epitomize what
government is all about: the gentleman
from California (Mr. LEWIS), has been a
friend for a lot of years. We worked to-
gether on the Committee on Appropria-
tions on projects; and, Vic FaAzio, who
has been my friend. I do not know if I
have been his friend, but he has been
my friend for a long while.

Mr. Speaker, these are two of the
men that are responsible sometimes
when tempers get hot and when the
rhetoric gets high; two guys that can
cross this aisle and talk to people and
get some balance back into the argu-
ment.

Mr. Speaker, I would say to the gen-
tleman: Vic, I do not know what you
are going to do, but I wish you God-
speed. As a very dear friend of mine al-
ways said, I hope you live as long as
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you want, and you never want as long
as you live. I am retiring too, so I want
yvou to come by the home and visit me
from time to time.

Mr. Speaker, I would say to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LEWIS),
Jerry, I want to thank you for being
my friend over the years and working
with me. I commend people such as
yourself and Vic FAzio for being a calm
voice many times when all the storm
clouds gather. You are a voice of rea-
son, and that gives us some hope for
the future for the body politic and for
democracy in our great Nation. I wish
the same thing for you.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Arkan-
sas (Mr. BERRY).

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to pay tribute also to a remark-
able Member of the House, Congress-
man Vic Fazio of California.

Vic has announced his retirement
after 20 years in the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives. When he leaves this body
at the end of the year, we will miss his
leadership and his friendship tremen-
dously.

I salute one of my party’s leaders as
the Chair of the Democratic Caucus
who has led our party with outstanding
leadership and integrity. He has also
served as a great leader on the Demo-
cratic Health Care Task Force, bring-
ing the caucus together around a ter-
rific bill.

Personally, I came here 2 years ago
and Vic has provided me with reliable
and friendly mentorship and guidance
on how the House of Representatives
works and how it should work. He has
always been a good listener, someone
who always has time for junior Mem-
bers such as myself, and has been there
when a lot of us needed some good ad-
vice.

Congressman FAZIO'S insight into the
issues and problems we address in this
House have made him a valuable and
trusted Member of this body. Our lead-
ership, the House, and most of all the
Third District of California have great-
ly benefited from his service.

Mr. Speaker, I believe I speak for all
of my colleagues when I say that the
departure of Vic FAzio will leave a void
in this institution. As he approaches
retirement, I want to thank Vic for the
guidance and leadership and congratu-
late him for his extraordinary career. 1
wish him excellent health and happi-
ness in his retirement.

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO. Mr. Speaker, it is
with profound regret that | am unable to be in
the floor of the House of Representatives to
extend a fond farewell to and honor VIC FAZIO,
our distinguished Democratic Caucus Chair-
man and Representative of the Third Congres-
sional District in California. However, the will
of nature being what it is, | am in Puerto Rico
overseeing relief and cleanup actions to en-
sure our recovery from the devastation caused
by Hurricane Georges. | must declare that this
is one of the worst storms to hit Puerto Rico
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this century, similar to Hurricane San Felipe
(St. Philip) in 1928. My priority is to get Puerto
Rico back on its feet.

Vic, on behalf of the 4 million U.S. citizens
in Puerto Rico, | want to express our deeply
felt appreciation for your responsiveness and
willingness to champion our cause in the Con-
gress. We are proud to call you our friend.

You have done an excellent job in meeting
the challenges facing the Congress throughout
this past decade. | salute your equanimity
under particularly difficult situations and ad-
mire your efforts to place the interests of the
American people ahead of party and personal
ambitions.

| appreciate the support you have provided
me as the elected representative of the people
of Puerto Rico to the U.S. Congress since No-
vember 1992. | am particularly pleased that
you were able to be with us during this crucial
year when we commemorate a century of
United States-Puerto Rico relations.

You have helped Congress face some of
the most controversial issues, allowing every-
one an opportunity to express their views and
opinions, while bringing a healthy dose of
common sense to the discussions. | wish you
the best as you make your plans for the future
and undertake a new course in life. It has
been a privilege to serve with you and an
honor to call you my friend.

Godspeed and best wishes.

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to
honor a dear friend, Congressman VIiC FAziO.
Mr. Fazio is retiring from Congress after 20
years of public service to the constituents of
the Third District of California.

Congressman FAZIO leaves a legacy of hard
work and dedication to his constituents, as
well as the entire country. He provided leader-
ship, guidance, and support to Members of
Congress by serving as the Chairman of the
Democratic Caucus.

His knowledge and reverence of govern-
ment has made him a role model for all Mem-
bers of this House, and those who aspire to
be leaders.

Mr. FAZIO is a devoted public servant who
has dedicated his life to making a difference in
our society and our nation. He truly enjoys
coming to work each morning and does each
task with great passion. You will often find him
working late into the evening hours assisting a
constituent, colleague, staff member, or friend.

Mr. FAziO, thank you for your leadership,
guidance, and kind words of wisdom. It has
been an honor to serve in Congress with you.
| wish you the best of luck in your future en-
deavors. You will truly be missed.

Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut. Mr. Speak-
er, when Congress adjourns for the year we
will be bidding farewell to a number of very
fine members who represent the best that this
Nation has to offer. Today, we are honoring
one of the best of the best, VIC FAziO.

| have known Vic since | came to Congress
in 1982. He has helped me in many ways; in
fact, judging from these tributes, there are few
in this Chamber who have not been helped by
Vic. He has been a superior leader of the
Democratic Caucus—always fair, always judi-
cious, always working to bring about a con-
sensus.

We know ViC as someone who loves the
people of his district. He has worked excep-
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tionally long hours doing the very best job he
could for them. We know VIC as someone who
loves his Appropriations Committee work,
helping all Members whenever he could, Dem-
ocrat and Republican alike. And we have all
seen him working the House floor during a
vote.

But let me tell you that none of that com-
pares to what | have learned about him since
he became Chair of the Democratic Caucus
and | became Vice Chair—his honor, his
gentle character, his warmth, his outstanding
personal friendship. | will miss Vic, but more
importantly this House will miss Vic, as will his
constituents. At least we have the comfort of
knowing that whatever he does, he will do it
exceptionally well.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas.
I rise to offer my best wishes of success to the
future endeavors of our departing Democratic
Caucus chair, Vic FAZIO. More important, | join
my colleagues, particularly those of the Demo-
cratic Caucus, in thanking Congressman FAZIO
for the direction, strategy and guidance that he
has lent to us.

That our caucus is more unified and accom-
modating of different viewpoints is due to Con-
gressman FAziO's ability to listen to all opin-
ions of the caucus. That our caucus at the
same time is focused on the unified Demo-
cratic agenda is due to his great working rela-
tionship with our Democratic leader and whip.

In addition, we are focused because from
the time that he served as chair in 1994, he
possessed a clear vision of what we should be
doing to help America's working families.

However, it is not just the members of the
Democratic Caucus who will miss his work
ethic, intelligence, integrity and respect for this
institution. | am sure that our colleagues in the
Republican Conference will appreciate and
miss his pragmatism and ability to forge bipar-
tisanship out of the most partisan matters.

During his tenure as vice-chair of the Demo-
cratic Caucus, Congressman FAzZIO was also
chair of the Democratic Congressional Cam-
paign Committee, helping many of us here
today reach Capitol Hill and serve our districts.
He has been the true party stalwart and sol-
dier.

Nevertheless, he has shown the same ef-
fective dedication to his legislative work to
help the Third District of California, serving on
the Appropriations Committee, ranking Demo-
crat on its Subcommittee on the Legislative
Branch and ranking Democrat on the Appro-
priations Subcommittee on Energy and Water
Development.

It goes without saying that his accomplish-
ments cannot be summarized in two minutes.
What | can say to Congressman FAzIO before
| conclude is that on behalf of the Democratic
Caucus, the entire House and your constitu-
ents of third district that you served with such
distinction . . . is that we will miss your dedi-
cation and wish you all the success.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, | want to join
in the chorus of voices paying tribute to my
good friend and colleague, VIC FAzZiO. With the
end of this session, Congress will lose one of
its brightest lights.

Perhaps, the best thing | can say is the sim-
plest—thank you.

When | came to Congress in 1995, it was
immediately clear Vic FAZIO was someone to
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tumn to when gridlock seemed inevitable or a
solution impossible. VIC stood out as a role
model, as an example of how to act effec-
tively, with integrity and with dignity. It's easy
to understand why he has commanded so
much respect from both sides of the aisle.

| know | share the conviction of many when
| say that Vic FAZIO has defined what it means
to be a public servant—always keeping the
common interest in the forefront. Just to cite
one example, in his key role on the Appropria-
tions committee, | don't know how many times
he labored quietly to ensure that Northern
California was treated fairly.

Vic, | will deeply miss your leadership, and
your good counsel. You have left a great leg-
acy for our institution.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, | am very pleased
to join my colleagues today to bid farewell to
my good friend, Congressman Vic FAZIO of
California, whose departure from this institu-
tion will certainly be a great personal loss for
all of us and for the House itself. Having
known VIC since his election to Congress in
1978, | have appreciated many things about
our service together. But most of all ViC has
impressed me as a member who deeply cares
about the integrity of this institution, and about
the people who serve here. He has been a
“member's member,” in the sense that he has
always tried to represent the very best of Con-
gress and to stand up for the institution
against the criticisms that have come our way,
particularly in recent years.

Vic Fazio and | have served on the Appro-
priations Committee during his time here in
the House, and | have appreciated his help
and support on the Energy and Water Devel-
opment Subcommittee, where he has always
taken a balanced approach to the many dif-
ficult power and resource issues that affect the
Western States most particularly. He has been
a valuable ally on several issues of impor-
tance to my constituents, and | have counted
on his help and his support.

VIC has also been a member who has al-
ways had a clear sense of direction for the
Democratic Party in the House, serving as the
Caucus Chairman and speaking out strongly
in support of the causes and positions that
form the foundation of our party’s political phi-
losophy here in this chamber. He is able to
communicate from the very soul of our Demo-
cratic Party, and we will all miss his spirit, his
leadership, and certainly his friendship.

As he leaves this body and ends a 33-year
career in public service, | think it is important
for the Members of the House to pay tribute
to VIC Fazio who has represented the very
best ideals of our institution and who has truly
been a model public servant.

Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to
honor my colleague and friend, Vic FAZIO.

VIC has decided to retire from this institution
to pursue new adventures. Normally, this
would be a sad occasion. But from where |
stand, this is a time to celebrate. You see, like
Vic, | have chosen retirement—not to settle
into sedentary retirement or to vacate the pub-
lic arena, but to explore new opportunities.

So for me, witnessing the end of this phase
of VIC's career as a statesman does not make
me sad.

But for this institution and for the American
people, this is indeed a sad occasion. | know
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Vic very, very well. We are from the same
State and the same party and serve together
in our party's leadership structure and on the
Appropriations Committee. | know that Vic has
served all his constituents with distinction.

And when | refer to his constituents, | speak
not only of the people of California’s Third Dis-
trict, who have kept Vic in Congress for 20
years. | speak also of his colleagues in this
body, because if anyone around here can be
considered “our Congressman,” it is VIC.

In an era where Congress-bashing has be-
come a national spectator sport, ViC FAZIO has
been courageous in his defense of this body
and the men and women who comprise it. As
ranking Democrat and past chairman of the
Legislative Branch  Appropriations  Sub-
committee, VIC has not been shy about saying
what is right and good about the United States
Congress.

VIC has been tenacious in making sure that
the men and women who have chosen public
service over personal gain can serve proudly,
even in the face of increasing partisan turmoil.
He has worked hard to see that the legislative
branch receives adequate funding and he has
championed pay raises for legislative branch
personnel, even when that is not politically
popular.

ViC realizes that we are people, we are
human, and we work hard to represent real
people across America. VIC has never been
afraid to stand up and speak the truth, even
when the truth is the politically incorrect thing
to say.

As Vic begins the next phase of his life, |
salute him and know that he will be guided by
the principles of faimess and justice that have
made him such a respected colleague in this
chamber.

Good luck to you, Vic, and thanks for all
you have done for me, the people of Cali-
fornia, and the American people.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to
honor Representative Vic FAzIO, who is leav-
ing us after an exemplary career of service fo
our country. For 10 terms in Congress, Rep-
resentative FAZIO has ftirelessly served this
body with the greatest of honor and dedica-
tion. | would like to thank Vic for all the years
of hard work and determined effort he has
given to the Democratic Party and to the U.S.
House of Representatives.

Vic your model behavior in leadership and
direction has been an inspiration to all of us.
You have guided so many of us through both
good and difficult times. We thank you for your
loyalty to this institution and the guidance you
have bestowed upon us over your many years
of service.

The time and energy you have invested
throughout the years warrants the utmost re-
spect and regard from this entire body. Con-
gressman FAzIO, thank you for all of the intel-
ligence and integrity you have demonstrated
throughout your years in Congress. This Con-
gress will miss you and your devoted commit-
ment to the entire country.

Mr. LEE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to pay
tribute to my California colleague, hall mate/
neighbor, friend, roll model, and mentor, ViC
Fazi0. Long admired for his legislative and po-
litical knowledge and ability, as well his leader-
ship capacity and style, he will be, in my mind,
the consensus builder and public servant
extraordinaire.
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Vic was one of the first people | spoke with
upon my arrival on Capitol Hill. His advice,
counsel and guidance have made a tremen-
dous impact on the path | now follow in this
institution.

Thank you Vic for all you had done for Cali-
fornia, especially northermn California. Your
commitment to our State on the issues that
are important to people is commendable be-
cause you truly care.

Vic FAzio has made an indelible mark on
this institution and will be sorely missed. Your
career has been exemplary and we are privi-
leged to have had benefit of your insight,
knowledge and positive energy.

Your distinguished leadership, combined
with integrity and hard work, has been an in-
spiration to many. Those on both sides of the
isle seek have sought your counsel on a myr-
iad of issues. Your tireless work as Demo-
cratic caucus chair has provided us a vehicle
to share concerns, air opinions and develop
consensus on a host of issues important to
this institution and ultimately to the Nation.

| will miss your warmth and caring, and
most of all you smile.

Vic, may you, Judy, and the family enjoy all
the happiness and blessings life has to offer.
You deserve only the best.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time, and I
move the previous question on the con-
ference report.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
NEY). The question is on the conference
report.

Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XV, the
yeas and nays are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 356, nays 65,
not voting 13, as follows:

[Roll No. 457)

YEAS—356
Abercrombie Boucher Danner
Ackerman Brady (PA) Davis (FL)
Aderholt Brown (CA) Davis (IL)
Allen Brown (FL) Davis (VA)
Andrews Brown (OH) Deal
Archer Bryant DeFazio
Armey Bunning DeGette
Bachus Burr Delahunt
Baesler Buyer DeLaurc
Baker Callahan DeLay
Baldacet Calvert Dickey
Ballenger Camp Dicks
Barcia Campbell Dingell
Barrett (NE) Canady Dixon
Bartlett Cannon Dooley
Barton Capps Doolittle
Bass Carson Doyle
Bateman Castle Drejer
Becerra Chabot Duncan
Bentsen Chambliss Dunn
Bereuter Clay Edwards
Berman Clayton Ehlers
Berry Clement Emerson
Bilbray Clyburn Engel
Bilirakis Coble English
Bishop Coburn Eshoo
Blagojevich Collins Etheridge
Bliley Combest Evans
Blumenauer Cook Everett
Boehlert Cooksey Ewing
Boehner Costello Farr
Bonilla Coyne Fattah
Bonior Cramer Fawell
Bono Cubin Fazio
Borskl Cummings Foley
Boswell Cunningham Forbes
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Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Fox
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodling
Gordon
Graham
Granger
Gresnwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Hansen

Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefner
Hill
Hilllard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kim
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kueinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach

Barr
Barrett (WI)
Blunt

Boyd
Chenoweth
Christensen
Condit
Conyers

Cox

Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewls (KY)
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lowey
Lucas
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsul
MeCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrary
McDade
MeDermott
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
MciIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McNulty
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-
MecDonald
Miller (FL)
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Oberstar
Obey
Ortiz
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pappas
Parker
Pascrell
Pastor
Paxon
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Redmond
Regula
Reyes
Rigegs
Riley
Rivers

NAYS—865

Crane
Crapo
Deutsch
Doggett
Enslgn
Fllner
Frank (MA)
Gejdenson
Goode

Rodriguez
Rogan

Rogers
Rohrabacher
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush

Berrano
Bessions
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam
Snowbarger
Snyder
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stokes
Strickland
Stupak
Sununu
Talent
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Torres
Towns
Traflcant
Turner
Upton
Visclosky
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise

Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Goodlatte
Green
Hall (TX)
Hefley
Herger
Hilleary
Hostettler
Hulshof
Inglis
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Kind (WI) Nussle Shadegg
Klink Olver 8
Lee Paul Smith, Linda
Lewis (GA) Payne Stearns
Lofgren Petrl Stenholm
Luther Roemer Stump
McGovern Rothman Tanner
McKinney Royce Taylor (MS)
Meehan Salmon Terney
Miller (CA) Sanford Velazques
Minge Scarborough Verito
Moran (KS) Schaffer, Bob o
Neumann Sensenbrenner  Waters

NOT VOTING—13
Brady (TX) Goss Rangel
Burton Kennelly Ros-Lehtinen
Cardin Linder Shaw
Diaz-Balart Poshard
Ehrlich Pryce (OH)
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Messrs. ROTHMAN, HALL of Texas,
INGLIS of South Carolina, HERGER,
and HEFLEY changed their vote from
.‘yea" to (.nay‘!!

Ms. PELOSI changed her vote from
nnayn tO uyaa'n

So the conference report was agreed

0.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

—————

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, | was ab-
sent on rolicall 453, the LaHood motion to
table H. Res. 545, impeaching Kenneth Starr;
rolicall 454, H. Res. 144, expressing support
for the Bicentennial of the Lewis and Clark Ex-
pedition; rolicall 455, H. Res. 505, expressing
the sense of the House with respect to Diplo-
matic Relations with Pacific Island Nations;
rolicall 456, H. Con. Res. 315, Condemning
Atrocities by Serbian Police against Albanians;
and rollcall 457, the Conference Report to ac-
company H.R. 4112, the Legislative Branch
Appropriations for FY 99, due to official busi-
ness. Had | been present, | would have voted
“Aye" on all of these votes.

| —E———

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, | was
unavoidably detained and wish to be recorded
as an “aye” vote on H.R. 4112, the Legislative
Branch Appropriations Conference Report
(Roll Call 457).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H. Res. 550, and include ex-
traneous material.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.

———

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 3616,
STROM THURMOND NATIONAL
DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1999
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, by di-

rection of the Committee on Rules, 1
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call up House Resolution 549 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: ¢

H. REs. 549

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution it shall be in order to consider the
conference report to accompany the bill
(H.R. 3616) to authorize appropriations for
fiscal year 1999 for military activities of the
Department of Defense, to prescribe military
personnel strengths for fiscal year 1999, and
for other purposes. All points of order
against the conference report and against its
consideration are waived. The conference re-
port, shall be considered as read.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). The gentleman from
New York (Mr. SOLOMON) is recognized
for 1 hour.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I would
like at this point, before we begin de-
bate, to acknowledge the presence on
the floor of our colleague, the dean of
the Texas delegation (HENRY GON-
ZALEZ) who has been ill for the last
yvear but who has returned to be with
us during these closing days of the ses-
sion.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, from
this side of the aisle, we would like to
say hello to the dean of the Texas dele-
gation and welcome him back. He is
one of the most respected Members of
this body.

0 1230

Mr. Speaker, for purposes of debate
only, I yield half our time to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. FROST), pend-
ing which I yield myself such time as I
may consume. During consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
the purpose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution makes
in order the consideration of the con-
ference report to accompany H.R. 3616,
the Strom Thurmond National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1999.
The rule waives all points of order
against the conference report and
against its consideration, and it pro-
vides that the conference report shall
be considered as read.

Mr. Speaker, the rule will enable the
House to proceed with the expeditious
consideration of the conference report
for the Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 1999, the most important
bill that Congress is called upon to
enact each and every year.

I do note right here at the outset, Mr.
Speaker, that the conferees have dedi-
cated this legislation to Senator STROM
THURMOND. And that, I believe, is
something unprecedented, to name a
bill after a Member who is still in of-
fice.

The preamble to this conference re-
port cites Senator THURMOND's various
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services to the Nation, and he is cer-
tainly deserving of this singular honor.
Here is a man who went into Normandy
with the 82nd Airborne Division on D-
Day, back during World War II, and
still, today, 54 years later, he continues
to serve our country as chairman of
the very important Senate Committee
on Armed Services, a committee on
which he has been a member for 40
years. Forty years. STROM THURMOND
has truly had a unique and influential
career in service to the country, and
we salute him here today.

Mr. Speaker, I would also like to pay
tribute to our colleague from South
Carolina (Mr. SPENCE), the chairman of
the Committee on National Security,
and egually commend the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON), the rank-
ing member of the committee. They
are truly two of the most respected,
outstanding Members of this body.
They do, year in and year out, yeoman
work on this extremely, extremely im-
portant measure. These gentlemen
have served our country with distinc-
tion. Not for as long as STROM THUR-
MOND has, but nobody else has, but
they are certainly no less able and cer-
tainly no less dedicated. We appreciate
the outstanding work that they and
the conferees have done on this report.

And their staffs are to be commended
as well. A lot of people do not know
how much staff work goes into some-
thing as important as this, and on both
sides of the aisle they are truly out-
standing. They have made the very
most of what they were given to work
with, the budget ceilings being what
they are, which we all object to.

This conference report is the product
of a genuine bipartisan effort. It has, I
am informed, been signed by every con-
feree, and that is highly unusual in
itself.

Mr. Speaker, 1, for one, want to pay
particular tribute to what the con-
ferees have done in addressing the
readiness problem. I know there are
people who question how a $270 billion
budget, when we are spending that
much money, how it could still leave
us with a hollow military. And hollow
it is, and getting worse by the day.
Consider this: In a span of 31 years,
from 1960 to 1991, the United States
military conducted only 10 so-called
operational events, deployments that
took place outside our normal alliance
and training-related obligations. Only
10 in that 31-year period. But in only
the last 7 years—and this is what is so,
s0 cogent—since 1991, our military has
conducted 26 operational events. The
Marine Corps alone has conducted 62
contingency operations in the decade
of the 1990s, compared to only 15 such
operations in the decade of the 1980s.

The ever-accelerating number of de-
mands placed on our Armed Forces has
occurred at a time when the military
has been experiencing its most signifi-
cant reductions since the end of World
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War II. Ten years ago we had over 2.2
million American men and women in
uniform, over 2 million. By the end of
1999, that number will be less than 1.4
million. In the last 10 years, the num-
ber of Army divisions and Air Force
fighter wings has been reduced by near-
ly half. The Navy has been reduced in
size by more than one-third.

Mr. Speaker, we all recognize that
the strategic environment is signifi-
cantly different today than it was a
decade ago. But let us never, never be
lulled into complacency or a false
sense of security. We must never, ever
allow our military to hollow out, as
what happened in the 1970s. Many of
my colleagues will recall, if they were
here then, that we had American hos-
tages being held in a place called Iran,
and we attempted to rescue those hos-
tages. To do that, the military equip-
ment being in such bad condition, we
had to cannibalize about 10 helicopter
gunships to get five that would work.
Four of those failed, and so did the
mission, and the rescue attempt went
down the drain. That is the condition
we were in in the 1970s.

This is the third year in a row that
the defense bill conferees have had to
find additional funds for the important
readiness accounts. On top of that,
they have had to face enormous pres-
sures in balancing the need between
short-term readiness and the critical
modernization and procurement re-
guirements for which the administra-
tion has consistently requested funding
that is well below its own forecast of
what is necessary to keep our forces
prepared and to give our young men
and women the best possible strategic
weaponry they can have if, God forbid,
they ever have to be put in harm’s way
again. And we all know that that is in-
evitable. It always happens.

And, finally, Mr. Speaker, let us
never forget that we rely today on an
all-voluntary military force. That is
not going to change. Morale and qual-
ity of life are matters of vital impor-
tance to the young men and women in
uniform today. Quality of life.

I recall in the Marine Corps, when 1
served 40 years ago, 90 percent of us
were single. We did not have families.
Today, that is absolutely reversed.
Most of the men and women today in
the military are married, and we have
to provide decent living guarters and
decent standards of living for these
young men and women.

And, frankly, my colleagues, the
combination of shrinking force struc-
tures, declining defense budgets, and
the increased pace of operations is tak-
ing its toll. If Members will just go to
any of the recruiting offices in any of
their congressional districts, they will
see that today we are having a problem
recruiting a real cross-section of Amer-
ica to serve. And the reason is because
they cannot depend on the military as
a career. When we reduce our overall
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numbers from over 2 million down to
1.4 million, where is the career for
these young men and women? Where
are we going to get this real cross-sec-
tion of America to serve in our mili-
tary? It is not easy. Go and check with
the recruiters.

The conferees are to be congratulated
for addressing head-on the issues of
health care, of retirement and com-
pensation benefits, and living facilities
that are of such concern to the all-vol-
untary force. Again, with what they
were given to work with, with these
budget limitations, they have done just
an outstanding job. Our forces must be
able to keep pace with their counter-
parts in civilian life if we are ever
going to be able to maintain the kind
of military that we want,

So, Mr. Speaker, I would urge strong
support for the rule and for the con-
ference report. Once again, the con-
ferees are to be thanked for a job well,
well done.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield my-
self such time as 1 may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of this rule and this vital conference
report. Providing for our common de-
fense is one of the primary constitu-
tional duties of the Congress, and this
conference agreement seeks to fulfill
that obligation within the constraints
imposed by the balanced budget agree-
ment. But as the ranking member of
the Committee on National Security
said last night when the Committee on
Rules met to grant this rule, the task
of trying to address the many issues af-
fecting our Armed Forces was much
more difficult this year than it has
been in years past.

The gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
SKELTON) makes a very good and very
important point. Mr. Speaker, last
week the Joint Chiefs and the unified
combat commanders told the President
that their increasing duties at home
and abroad have placed enormous
strains on each of the branches of the
Armed Services and that the readiness
and operational capabilities of the
Services are suffering.

As it was reported in The New York
Times yesterday, the commanders told
the President that funding shortfalls
have eroded their readiness to fight
and win the next war, have led to
shortages of spare parts for war planes,
cuts in training, and difficulties in re-
cruiting and keeping qualified troops.
Mr. Speaker, this bill attempts to ad-
dress those shortfalls, but it is abun-
dantly clear that defense spending
must increase in future years.

I am especially pleased to learn that
the administration has taken the warn-
ings of the Joint Chiefs to heart and
that the President intends to propose
adding $1 billion to the emergency sup-
plemental to address some of the short-
falls outlined to him, and that the
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President has also indicated his sup-
port for a significant increase in mili-
tary spending in the coming fiscal

year.
I would certainly endorse those in-

creases in military spending to ensure
that our military might and superi-
ority does not suffer needlessly. I want
to congratulate Secretary Cohen and
General Shelton for their ongoing com-
mitment to the men and women in uni-
form who serve our Nation and their
commitment to a strong and vital mili-
tary.

N![;r. Speaker, the conference report
does a good job within the constraints
of the Balanced Budget Act, which has
capped spending for the Department of
Defense. The conference report ad-
dresses pressing needs in improvement
in pay and allowances, family and
troop housing, improved medical care
and education for military dependents.
These improvements are key if we are
to keep family men and women in our
Armed Forces.

This conference report increases
funding for several categories of oper-
ations and maintenance as well as
readiness and recruiting. These funding
increases are critical to maintaining
our military superiority in all corners
of the globe.

This conference report also provides
$279.9 million in funding for post-pro-
duction support of the B-2 bomber
fleet, $2.2 billion for research and de-
velopment, and advance procurement
for the F-22 Raptor fighter. The Raptor
is the 21st century attack fighter that
will ensure the air superiority and
maintain the air dominance of the Air
Force.

The conference agreement also au-
thorizes $742.8 million for the acquisi-
tion of 8 V-22s, which will replace the
aging Marine Corps helicopter fleet to
ensure our combat troops can be
ferried quickly and efficiently to com-
bat situations.

Mr. Speaker, this is a good bill that
deserves the support of the House. The
men and women who serve their coun-
try deserve the best this Congress can
give them. While these funding limits
may not be able to give the Depart-
ment of Defense everything it needs,
this conference agreement does a great
deal to ensure our most critical prior-
ities are addressed. I urge adoption of
this rule and the conference report.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from San
Diego, California (Mr. DUKE
CUNNINGHAM).

He is a true patriot. He was a naval
aviator fighter pilot in Vietnam, and
the movie Top Gun was based on his
heroic deeds. I do not mind leaving this
Congress at the end of this year be-
cause we are going to have people like
him here. He is a great American.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from New York
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for yielding me this time, my Marine
Corps friend, but let me state one thing
in correction. The movie Top Gun was
not based on my life. There were sev-
eral of the scenes based on real-life
events. We never overstate in this busi-
ness our qualifications. But I thank the
gentleman.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to talk
about a few things, and 1 think 99%0
percent is positive. There are some
things in here on a bipartisan basis. I
left the Committee on National Secu-
rity, the authorization committee. It is
show-me-the-dollars to the Committee
on Appropriations, for defense. But the
two committees work hand-in-hand.
And one of the biggest reasons I hated
leaving the Committee on National Se-
curity was my friend, the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. IKE SKELTON), and
the work we did there.

But let me tell my colleagues a cou-
ple of things that we did, and I think
things we need to do in the future as
well. The gentleman from Oklahoma
(Mr. J.C. WATTS), the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. MAC THORNBERRY), the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. JIM MORAN),
the gentlemen I just spoke of, the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. IKE SKEL-
TON), and myself fought to get FEHBP
for our veterans. A worker in the Pen-
tagon that is nonmilitary, after they
retire, during Medicare they qualify for
FEHBP. Someone we ask to fight our
battles does not qualify, and that is
wrong, Mr. Speaker, and we need to
change that. But the folks I mentioned
before fought for that.

And I would also like to give thanks
to a gentleman that we lost this year,
and that is General Jim Pennington,
who passed away, and this was one of
his dreams, to bring FEHBP to vet-
erans. He lived long enough to see this
come to fruition in a pilot program,
and we need to carry on with that as
well.

0 1245

After the Committee on National Se-
curity heard the classified briefings on
Long Beach Naval Shipyard and the
Communist Chinese Shipping Com-
pany, COSCO, there was a vote, I be-
lieve it was 45-4, to keep the Com-
munist Chinese from taking over Long
Beach. Now, 1 have never been against
them staying as a tenant just like they
are in other ports, but to give them ab-
solute control when the reason we went
into Afghanistan and some of our other
sites, it was COSCO that shipped those
chemical and biological and in some
cases nuclear parts to those things
from China, to give them access to
Long Beach Naval Shipyard was just
wrong, not access but complete con-
trol. That is in this bill.

Something we worked on very dili-
gently from a very bipartisan group
called the Sportsmen’s Caucus was the
disabled sportsman. What we found is
that a lot of our military bases are now

21849

opening up to disabled sportsmen. You
can imagine being in a wheelchair and
wanting to go fishing and you go out
on a dock that does not have a hand-
rail. This was also in the bill, in the
disabled sportsman portion of it.

Let me speak and say something to
my colleagues. Very bipartisan com-
mittees, both the authorization and ap-
propriation. Where we get outside of
that is where I would like to speak to
my friends that do not believe that we
need more defense spending. We could
survive under the balanced budget
agreement with defense spending. But
we cannot survive with that limited
budget and then take 300 percent, the
overseas deployments, and take those
funds out of that already limited bill.
The reason that we only have 24 per-
cent of our military, of our enlisted
staying in is family separation, and pi-
lots are leaving in droves, the economy
is good and they can gef jobs on the
outside. That experience is going. We
are going to lose great numbers of air-
planes over the next five years, even if
we invest now. Because when you have
your experience going out of your en-
listed, your pilots are gone, you are
having to take cannibalization. Oceana
has four up jets, they normally have 45,
because they are cannibalizing parts.
So your training back here in the
United States for your brand new pi-
lots is very limited. All of these are
factors in this readiness.

I am happy that the President is
going to put a billion dollars into the
emergency supplemental. But the Joint
Chiefs told him he needs $15 billion
over a period of time, and
Shalikashvili said that we need to in-
crease procurement spending by up to
$60 billion. A billion dollars just will
not do it over the long haul. I am
thankful that the President and some
of my colleagues realize that the Cold
War is not totally over. I would like to
thank both sides of the aisle for the bi-
partisan work on this bill.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. SKELTON).

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Texas for yielding
time. First let me compliment the
chairman of the Committee on Rules.
This is the last time that the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr.
SPENCE) and I will be before the com-
mittee with the gentleman from New
York as the presiding chairman. We
wish him well and we thank him for his
many, many efforts on behalf of the
young men and women in uniform. We
extend our heartfelt thanks to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Regarding the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CUNNINGHAM), I thank him
for his kind words. We know and hope
that his work on the Committee on Ap-
propriations will reflect the work that
we on the authorization committee
will do as it precedes the work on the
appropriation efforts.
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The gentleman from Texas (Mr.
FrosT) mentioned the fact that the
President has recognized that we need
additional funding for our military. I
am in receipt yesterday of a letter
from the President wherein he stated
that there will be the $1 billion in
emergency recommendations. He also
added that in the long run, there will
be additional necessary funds for readi-
ness.

Let me share with this body that I
am not a newcomer to this issue. I was
concerned about readiness shortfall,
concerned about spare part problems
and concerned about some research and
development and procurement several
years ago. I embarked on a major effort
to put together a military bill, a de-
fense bill, from scratch. On March 22,
1996, 1 appeared before the Committee
on the Budget recommending addi-
tional funds for fiscal years 1997, 1998
and 1999. But of course those figures
were not adopted. I am sending that
budget to the President, to the Sec-
retary and to the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs, because it might reflect
what well is needed now, because there
were shortfalls in those years and we
find ourselves in a position of young
people leaving, and spare parts and
readiness is down. We need to do some-
thing about it. Now is the time for us
to fulfill the pledge. We must take care
of the troops. We must let them know
we appreciate them, that we back what
they are doing in their efforts, we will
back their families, and we will allow
there to be sufficient funds for training
so they can be ready for any contin-
gency that comes along. That is our
job. We should not have to wait for the
President to make the recommenda-
tion. It is good that one is coming
forth. I have suggested to him a figure
which I hope he will look to.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Colo-
rado Springs, CO (Mr. HEFLEY) another
outstanding member of the Committee
on National Security who has served
on that committee for more than 10
years now.

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, no Mem-
ber in this House has been more sup-
portive of a strong national defense
than the chairman of the Committee
on Rules has been since he has been
here. We are going to miss him in that
role. I am including even those of us
who serve on the Committee on Na-
tional Security. He has been such a
stalwart. We appreciate that greatly. I
think we should make the gentleman
an honorary member of the Committee
on National Security, if nothing else.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.
3616, the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for Fiscal Year 1999, and for
this good rule. The legislation is criti-
cally important to the defense of the
Nation. It contains a needed military
pay raise of 3.6 percent, an issue on
which I am proud to say the Com-
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mittee on National Security has been a
leader. This legislation supports the
readiness of the armed forces by pro-
viding an additional $900 million above
the President’'s request to bolster un-
derfunded training and readiness re-
quirements. This bill would also
strengthen export controls on ex-
tremely sensitive satellite and missile
technology. This is a good bill. It is a
good rule.

I want to focus some attention on the
part of the bill that I have worked the
most on, and, that is, the military con-
struction authorizations for the com-
ing year. There is no question that the
poor condition of military infrastruc-
ture continues to affect readiness and
quality of life for military personnel
and their families. This bill would au-
thorize $8.4 billion for the military con-
struction and family military housing
programs of the Defense Department
and the military services. This amount
is $666 million more than the Presi-
dent’'s request and over 52 percent of
that funding is dedicated to improving
troop housing, military family hous-
ing, child development centers, phys-
ical fitness and other facilities that
significantly affect the quality of life
of military personnel and their fami-
lies. The remainder supports either
critical enhancements for training and
readiness or to improve basic working
conditions. This bill fully supports the
MILCON appropriations agreement
which passed the House 417-1 and was
signed by the President over the week-
end.

For too long, military infrastructure
has been ignored. It has been far too
easy to put off needed investment in
infrastructure on the assumption that
one more year will not make a dif-
ference, that we can get by. The result
of years of this neglect is a crumbling
infrastructure which undermines readi-
ness and housing that no one in this
House would want their son or daugh-
ter living in. Over the past four years,
Congress has struggled to find ways to
fix the problem but from year to year
we have been met by administration
budget requests that continue to de-
cline. The problem cannot be fixed by
wishing it away.

Earlier this week the President indi-
cated a willingness to join those of us
in Congress who have argued that de-
fense spending must increase to meet
critical shortfalls such as these. I hope
we have finally turned the corner on
shortfalls in the defense budget.

I urge all Members to support this bi-
partisan legislation and to vote for a
strong defense bill and to support this
rule.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from San
Diego, CA (Mr. HUNTER) another out-
standing Member and an 18-year mem-
ber of the Committee on National Se-
curity.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the gentleman from New York
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(Mr. SoLomon) for turning the Com-
mittee on Rules into an Armed Serv-
ices Committee and then a National
Security Committee. It has always
been, I think, reassuring to Members
on both sides of the aisle when we have
had our bill moving through the proc-
ess to know that the Committee on
Rules was going to take up our bill
under the leadership of a Member of
Congress who finds that the constitu-
tional duty to protect this country is
of primacy. Whether he is in a Repub-
lican Conference, in an in-house con-
ference or speaking to the full House or
making sure that some important mis-
sion of the Committee on National Se-
curity works and is successful, the gen-
tleman from New York has been a real
fighter for a strong national defense.

Along those lines, I think we are in
some danger in this country. We have
been telling the President as we boost-
ed his defense budget every year on the
Committee on National Security and
then in the full body, we have in-
creased President Clinton's budget, we
have been telling him every year that
we do not have enough, that we are los-
ing people, that we have got pilot
shortages, that we have got technical
shortages. We now have sailor short-
ages in the Navy. We are losing people.
We are building a navy at a rate which
if you consider new construction will
give us a 200-ship navy when we had a
600-ship navy just a few years ago. We
are seeing the North Koreans now
achieving ballistic missile capability
that the CIA said they would not have
for years, achieving that right now,
and we have no defense against it. We
have an army that has been cut from 18
to 10 divisions. We see a desperate need
for stealthy, tactical aircraft and we do
not have them. Yet we are trying to
move that program along. I think we
have cut defense perilously. Yet the
President has rejected our overtures
for the last four years.

This year, I notice, if you read the
papers now, President Clinton is now
writing letters saying defense has been
cut too much, that we have to do some-
thing about it. Mr. Speaker, we have
done something about it in this bill
with the very limited dollars that we
have. Our great leader the gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. SPENCE) on
the Committee on National Security
has assigned us all our various areas. I
have worked on modernization. We
have tried to increase the tactical
fighter program. We have tried to put
money in the Joint Strike Fighter, the
F-22. We have added extra shipbuilding
money. We desperately need more. We
have moved out on missile defense. We
have tried to take steps, although they
have been small steps, in a number of
areas that are absolutely national pri-
ority with respect to national defense.
The best thing we can do right now is
pass this conference report and then re-
group and put an additional 10 or 20 or
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$30 billion a year in our national de-
fense, do what we have to do to remain
the supreme military power in the
world and also have the ability to meet
the new threat of terrorism.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from the
District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON).

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time. I
come to the floor with a sense of both
relief and concern, relief that this bill,
this rule, the bill underlying this rule
no longer requires sex segregation in
the armed forces; concern that it does
express a sense of the House that sex
segregation return to the armed forces
of the United States.

Mr. Speaker, there is an old saying
that says *“if you don’'t know some-
thing, you better ask somebody.” 1
hope we will listen to those who do
know something about this com-
plicated issue. A report is due in March
from military experts. Meanwhile, the
armed services have told us that sex-
integrated training is safest and best
for our country. Perhaps that is to be
turned around. We certainly should not
move in advance of that. Training, it
seems to me, is precisely where women
and men should first meet. Delay puts
both at risk if for the first time you
meet. the opposite sex after you have
been trained when you may be in a the-
ater of war or elsewhere in danger.

[ 1300

Mr. Speaker, I hope that our country
has learned after all these years that
there ought to be a profound presump-
tion against segregation based on race
or sex. The Armed Services deserves
credit for the great success they have
made of gender-integrated training.
The top enlisted men of all four Armed
Services opposed gender-segregated
training, and I want to quote the Chief
Master Sergeant of the Armed Forces
who says, we have done the job and we
have done it with men and women serv-
ing together. I am confounded as to
what the problem is.

I am, too, Mr. Speaker, and I hope we
will stick with what we have.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, just briefly let me say
that the previous speaker is held in the
highest esteem by me. But she and I
certainly differ, as my colleagues
know, on this issue.

As my colleagues know, our military
is there to fight a war, and our mili-
tary does not come under the laws of
the land. They come under the Military
Code of Justice, and there is a reason
for that.

There are exceptions when men and
women can train together. There are
those of us that believe that women
should never be put in combat under
any circumstances, and some of us will
never change our mind on that.

But the truth of the matter is we
cannot take young men and women, 18
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yvears old, first time away from home
and integrate them into training. It
just does not work, and I think the bill
speaks to that, although not as much
as I would like to see.

And, having said that, I am going to
yield to the next speaker, who is some-
one I deeply admire and respect.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5%2 minutes to
the gentleman from Monticello, Indi-
ana (Mr. BUYER), who is young, a rel-
atively new Member of our Congress.
He is a subcommittee chairman on the
Subcommittee on Military Personnel
and has done such an outstanding job
in working with the private sector
commissions that have been looking
into this matter, and he is also a Major
in the Army Reserve, and I salute him.

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding this time to

me.

Mr. Speaker, I just would like to
share with everyone there is a reason,
as chairman of the Subcommittee on
Military Personnel, as we have looked
into this issue on the separation of
gender, whether it is the small unit
level or in training, the gentlewoman
who just spoke before me used the word
‘‘segregation.’” She used the word ‘‘seg-
regation" for a reason, to taint the ar-
gument and to go back to the issues on
segregation, on race.

The issue here is separation of gender
at the small unit level. We sought to
return the Air Force back to the way
they had been doing it for over 20
years. Just this past July when, in
fact, those of whom argued for integra-
tion of the sexes have held out the Air
Force as the model, we sought to take
them back to the model, and for some
reason now they are overembellishing
in their argument on saying we have
somehow taken steps back, that this
will be a segregation of the sexes just
as though it has been segregation of
the races. That is ba-looie. I do not
even have the word to properly de-
scribe that.

We sought the Kassebaum-Baker.
This was a bipartisan panel. Individ-
uals of great diversity in their ideology
looked at this and said unanimously
that we need to separate at the small
unit level, which means flights in the
Air Force, platoons in the Army, divi-
sions in the Navy, and we sought to fol-
low the Kassebaum panel, and I ap-
plaud this is the sense of this House, to
follow the Kassebaum panel.

Now there is in law with regard to
the separation by a permanent wall of
the gender. As my colleagues know, for
some reason, it has lost America’s at-
tention here all of a sudden. Great
Lakes, where they do naval training,
just had a conviction, and it was very
ugly, no different than what had hap-
pened at Aberdeen, where we had a
drill sergeant that was preying upon
young women. This has to cease in
America's Armed Forces.

And I will tell my colleagues I will
not, and I am very careful because 1
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know that there are some who are
using that as saying, well, that is the
reason we need women out of the mili-
tary, and I will tell my colleagues
what. That is false. So long as I chair
the Subcommittee on Military Per-
sonnel we cannot deploy without
women in the ranks. The issue goes to
at what level and under what require-
ments can they serve, whether it is the
ground combat function.

Now let me address the issues that
are of concern to me. Right now, I ap-
plaud the President stepping forward
and giving a recommendation about
the plus-up of $1 billion, but I would
disagree with my good friend, the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON),
who just said on the House floor that
we should not have to wait for the
President to recommend. Excuse me.
This is the President responding to
Congress who is taking the lead, who is
alerting America about the depletions
of our military readiness and our capa-
bilities to respond to the national mili-
tary strategy of two nearly simulta-
neous major regional conflicts. Let us
be up front with our allies throughout
the world right now.

I just returned from San Diego a cou-
ple of weeks ago. My colleagues, we
have ships that are being deployed at
what is called C-2 readiness levels. It
used to be ships would go out as C-1,
fully manned. They are C-2 plus one
sailor, which means when somebody
gets hurt in the workplace they are
really under C-3 status.

So what we are doing here is we say
we have a problem with regard to re-
cruiting in the Navy. No kidding. We
have a problem with recruiting in the
Navy. It happens when we are asking
our sailors to do more with less, when
we have 10 people that may have
worked in a particular room, now there
are five, and they are working longer
hours, and there is a spiral here. Some
are saying, well, I am out of here; I am
out of the Navy.

Well, I tell my colleagues what. When
people are leaving the Navy, those are
the best recruiters that we have, and
when we lose those quality of individ-
uals, they are returning to their com-
munities, and we want them to tell the
good sailor story, not the bad sailor
story.

So part of that billion dollars, I say
to the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
SKeELTON), and I know he will be a
strong advocate, will stop this down-
ward spiral to improve recruiting and
retention in the Navy.

But now let me share with my col-
leagues here 3 o'clock this .afternoon
the gentleman from Mississippi (Mr.
TAYLOR) and I have to hold a Sub-
committee on Military Personnel hear-
ing. Why? The ink is not even dry on
this conference report, and the Surgeon
Generals have alerted me that there is
a $600 million shortfall in the medical
readiness budget. We are about to vote
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on this, and people are going to claim,
well, this is an adequate budget. Now,
and 1 can hardly believe this, my col-
leagues, now I am being alerted that
there is a $600 million shortfall in the
medical budget.

Now the DOD, the administration’s
position is, well, it is not that bad, it is
around 200 million, depends on what
modeling of budgeting being used. Two
hundred million, 600 million, one can-
not run a business this way. So I am
very distressed.

So when the President says, here is a
billion dollars, a billion just is not
going to cut it. This readiness shortfall
on the hollowing out of the force is
much greater, and let us not kid any-
one.

So I want to work with the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON),
and I will work with the chairman with
regard to the medical readiness short-
fall. T will get to the bottom of this
this afternoon, and the gentleman from
Mississippi (Mr. TAYLOR) and I both
will report to our colleagues on our
findings from this hearing.

But there is a good story to tell, and
I agree with the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. SKELTON). I love to hear him
talk about his warmth and his compas-
sion and his sympathy for those who
are burning the night oil, who stand on
watch so that we can enjoy our peace
and freedoms, and God bless him so
long as he is in this position because he
tells a great soldier story along with
the chairman.

There is something else I have to
share with my colleagues. I have had
the true pleasure of having a dear
friend on the Armed Services Com-
mittee, now the Committee on Na-
tional Security, in the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. McHALE). He has
been my dear friend since I first walked
into this institution, perhaps because
we are both comrades from the Gulf
War experience. He now is a lieutenant
colonel as a Marine reservist.

As my colleagues know, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
McHALE) has been under attack by the
administration. That has been unfortu-
nate. But the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania, when Sonny Montgomery left,
he and I stepped forward into the
breach and formed a Reserve Compo-
nents Caucus, and we were able to
make great strides in working with the
administration over some disagree-
ments between whether it is the Na-
tional Guard and the Reservists. There
should be a seamless military under
these concepts, and we have worked
very, very hard, whether it is with re-
gard to the budgeting, whether it is in
regard to benefits.

And I just want to share with the
body, working with the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. MCHALE) is a
distinet honor and it was a distinct
privilege because he was always fo-
cused in the right direction on what
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are the requirements of the Marine in
the field, the sailor on the ship, wheth-
er it is airmen in the air or the soldier
on the ground, and I salute him for
that. And, hopefully, as he leaves this
body, I want him to know that he has
served this institution with great dis-
tinction, and he has brought honor not
only upon himself and his family but
this institution by how he served and
the manner he conducted himself.

So Godspeed to my colleague, the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
MCHALE).

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, we have no
additional speakers, I urge adoption of
the rule, and I yield back the balance
of our time.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Claremont, California
(Mr. DREIER), the distinguished vice
chairman of the committee who will be
closing for our side.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my friend for yielding this time to me,
and I would like to extend the con-
gratulations that the gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. BUYER) did to the gen-
tleman from  Pennsylvania (Mr.
McHALE) also to Mr. BUYER, because I
believe that carrying that message of
Reservists is a very, very important
one, and he has done it very well. So
congratulations to both Messrs. BUYER
and McHALE, although I know Mr.
BuYER will be returning here next year,
unlike the unfortunate decision that
Mr. MCHALE made.

Mr. Speaker, a week ago today we
marked the 211th anniversary of the
signing of the U.S. Constitution on
September 17, Constitution Day, and I
had the thrill of going, one of my con-
stituents had this nationwide program,
and I left the Committee on Rules, as
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
SoLoMoN) knows, to recite the pre-
amble of the Constitution on a nation-
wide hookup. And from my perspective
those key words right in the middle of
the preamble are so important, and
they cannot be forgotten: Provide for
the common defense.

To me, as we look at the many things
that the Federal Government involves
itself in, there really is only one that
can only be done by the Federal Gov-
ernment, and that is providing for the
common defense. And that is why this
measure is so important.

The gentleman from South Carolina
(Mr. SPENCE) has done a spectacular
job in his position, and I will never,
never forget the speech that he gave to
our Republican conference several
months ago about the importance of
our national security.

Now I hope and pray that this $1 bil-
lion request that the President has
made and his recognition that we need
to enhance our defense capability will
not, in fact, be too little too late. But
the world now knows that the threat
that exists is much different than it

September 24, 1998

was during the Cold War, but it is, in
many ways, more dangerous because of
the disparate uncertainty that exists.
If we look at, as my friend from Cali-
fornia (Mr. HUNTER) said, the North
Korean situation, if we look at the
Middle East, if we look at Kosovo, it is
very serious.

Mr. Speaker, I strongly support this
rule and strongly support the con-
ference report, and, if the chairman
wants me to, I will move the previous
question.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
back the balance of my time, and I
move the previous gquestion on the res-
olution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion_ to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to House Resolution 549, I call up the
conference report on the bill (H.R. 3616)
to authorize appropriations for fiscal
vear 1999 for military activities of the
Department of Defense, for military
construction, and for defense activities
of the Department of Energy, to pre-
scribe personnel strengths for such fis-
cal year for the Armed Forces, and for
other purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 549, the con-
ference report is considered as having
been read.

(For conference report and state-
ment, see proceedings of the House of
September 22, 1998 at page 21145.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr.
SPENCE) and the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. SKELTON) each will be recog-
nized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. SPENCE).

(Mr. SPENCE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the National Defense
Authorization Act for fiscal year 1999
started the year out on a bipartisan
note. It was reported out of the Com-
mittee on National Security back in
early May on a vote of 50 to 1 and it
passed the House on a vote of 357 to 60.

I am glad to inform all of my col-
leagues that the conference report
today also enjoys strong bipartisan
support. Even after several weeks of
often difficult compromise, all 33 Com-
mittee on National Security conferees
signed the conference report, some-
thing which has not occurred in 17
years, not since 1981. Likewise, all Sen-
ate conferees have signed the con-
ference report.

Mr. Speaker, the funding authorized
in this conference report is consistent
with the spending level set in the Bal-
anced Budget Act, but, unfortunately,
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represents the 14th consecutive year of
real decline in the defense budget.

While the fall of the Berlin Wall
brought with it an opportunity to re-
duce our Cold War defense structure,
almost 10 years later I believe that the
threats and challenges America con-
fronts and the pressures these threats
have placed on a still shrinking United
States military have been dramatically
underestimated. The mismatch be-
tween the Nation's military strategy
and the resources required to imple-
ment it is growing. As a result, serious
quality of life, readiness and mod-
ernization shortfalls have developed
that, if left unaddressed, threaten the
return to the hollow military of the
1970's. Mr. Speaker, it is a very serious
problem.

During each of the last three years,
Congress has increased the spending
over the President's defense budget in
order to address a number of these
shortfalls. This year, faced with the
constraints of the Balanced Budget
Act, we have not been able to increase
the defense budget, and, instead, we are
left with a much more difficult chal-
lenge of trying to reprioritize the
President’s budget request. However,
through such careful re-prioritization,
we have provided the military services
at least some of the tools needed to
better recruit and retain quality per-
sonnel, better trained personnel, and
better equip them with the advanced
technology. This conference report is a
marked improvement over the Presi-
dent’s budget request, as indicated by
the unanimous and bipartisan support
it has among the House and Senate
conferees.

Mr. Speaker, this conference report
is before the House today only as a re-
sult of the incredible efforts of all of
our conferees, as well as the staff. In
particular I want to recognize the crit-
ical roles played by the Committee on
National Security subcommittee and
panel chairmen and ranking members.
Their efforts made my job easier and
their dedication has made today pos-
sible.

I would also like to thank the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON),
the committee's ranking member, for
his cooperation and support. I have en-
joyed working with the gentleman for
many years. He has served as a dedi-
cated member of the committee, and 1
am honored to be working with him
now in his capacity as the committees
ranking member.

Mr. Speaker, please allow me to
pause at this time and thank the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. SOLOMON),
the chairman of the Committee on
Rules, for his invaluable service and
support of our committee over these
vears he has been chairman of the
Committee on Rules, and many other
valuable ways in which he supported
his own efforts in support of our mili-
tary people throughout this world.
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I would also like to pay tribute to my
good friend, Senator STROM THURMOND,
for whom this conference report has
been named. There is no one in this or
any other Congress who has done more
than Senator THURMOND for our Na-
tion’s defense, so presenting this con-
ference report to the House in his name
is a special honor for me.

Senator THURMOND will step down as
chairman of the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee at the end of this Con-
gress, but I have no doubt that he will
continue to work tirelessly and effec-
tively on behalf of the men and women
who serve in our military. It is his
way. He knows no other. So I look for-
ward to many more productive years of
working with my good friend from
South Carolina to ensure our military
remains second to none.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I would be re-
miss if I did not recognize the efforts of
the Committee on National Security
staff. This is a very large, complex and
often controversial bill, yet the staff is
instrumental in making it work year
after year. In a too often thankless job,
the staff remains one of consummate
professionals.

Mr. Speaker, this is an important
piece of legislation, and I urge my col-
leagues to support the conference re-
port.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to offer my sup-
port on the conference report on H.R.
3616, the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for fiscal year 1999. There were
numerous issues which the conference
addressed. Many were easy to resolve;
others provided more difficulty. Among
the latter were funding for Bosnia, gen-
der-integrated training, tritium pro-
duction, restrictions on base closure,
and export controls concerning com-
mercial communication satellites and
related items.

With hard work and goodwill, the
conferees worked up a report that re-
flected compromise on these issues be-
tween the two bodies. At the same time
we took consideration of a number of
concerns that Secretary of Defense
Cohen expressed to Senators THURMOND
and LEVIN and the gentleman from
South Carolina (Chairman SPENCE) and
to me concerning both bills when we
met with him during the conference
that we had with him in mid-July. As
a result, I believe we have a good con-
ference report, a good conference
agreement, with which all of us, the
House and the Senate and the adminis-
tration, can be satisfied.

This year we operated under the re-
strictions of the Balanced Budget Act
of 1997, thus a task of trying to address
the many issues affecting the Armed
Forces was more difficult to manage
than in years past. However, we pro-
vided a pay raise, 3.6 percent, which is
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a half a percent more than the budget
request, supported the department’s re-
quest for a real increase in the procure-
ment budget for modernization for the
first time in 13 years, and authorized
more than $250 million above the budg-
et request for family housing and troop
housing and child development centers.

Members and the staff from both
sides worked in a cooperative manner
to shape a conference report that en-
joys strong bipartisan support. All the
conferees, Mr. Speaker, all of the con-
ferees from the Committee on National
Security in the House and the Armed
Services Committee in the Senate
signed the conference report.

As one who believes that we need to
provide for a sustained period of real
growth in defense spending, I am en-
couraged by the reports that the Pen-
tagon and the administration will seek
to redress these shortfalls in fiscal year
2000 and hopefully in the future years.

Mr. Speaker, I might point out, as I
briefly mentioned a moment ago in de-
bate on the rule, that back in March of
1996 I put forward a three-year defense
budget before the Committee on the
Budget. It added at that time addi-
tional funding for each of those three
years.

As a result of the limitations that
the Committee on the Budget came
forth with, we have been working
under a constrained figure each of
those three years. However, I am en-
couraged that as a result of our efforts,
which really started right here, the
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr.
SPENCE), bless your heart, helped put
together a letter, with most of the top
row in our committee, urging the
President to consider and also urging
other House and Senate leaders-to con-
sider increasing the overall defense
budget, which is sorely needed.

Although the bill that is before us
fails to address all of the readiness and
quality of life and modernization short-
falls which exist, it is the best we could
do, given the budget constraints, to
train the guality of force that is the
most important component of the mili-
tary strength. I hope our colleagues
will support this conference report, and
I hope that in the days ahead we will
find additional funding, and that it
starts right here in the Congress.

Let me add, Mr. Speaker, a special
congratulations to my friend, the dis-
tinguished gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SPENCE) for his absolute
commitment to having the work of the
committee carried on in a bipartisan
fashion. I personally appreciate it, and
those of us on our side appreciate it as
well. This bill is a reflection of that bi-
partisan spirit. It is with this in mind
that I can fully support and urge my
colleagues on both sides of the aisle to
vote in favor of this.

Members of the committee on both
sides have worked hard since February
to get us here today, many hearings,
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many briefings, many conferences.
This is especially true with the sub-
committee panel chairmen and the
ranking members. And allow me to
thank the staff. My goodness, we could
not get along without them. I thank
them for so ably assisting us. Their
dedication, their expertise, is out-
standing, and we appreciate their hard
work.

Let me conclude, Mr. Speaker, by
saying that I note we will also be on
this bill having the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. HARMAN) and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania  (Mr.
McHALE) voting for the last time. They
have been truly dedicated members of
this committee, the Committee on Na-
tional Security. I want to thank them
for their fine efforts over the years.
They are wonderful Americans, out-
standing and excellent representatives
of the people who elected them. We
wish them well in the days and years
ahead. Their contributions to the work
on this committee will long be remem-
bered and their presence will be missed.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
two minutes to the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. BATEMAN), the chairman
of our Subcommittee on Military Read-
iness.

Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the chairman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong
support of the conference report on the
National Defense Authorization Act for
fiscal year 1999. This conference report
is essential to the readiness of our
military forces.

Through several hearings, here and
in the field, and after extensive study
by the committee, we of the Sub-
committee on Military Readiness have
recognized that the military forces are
doing much more with less at a time of
significant downsizing of our combat
and support forces. The best thing that
can be said about this report is that it
is the best we can do within the budget
constraints that have been imposed
upon us.

Realistically, it must also be said
that the best we can do in this context
is not nearly good enough. It address
shortfalls in many of the essential
readiness accounts. The committee in-
creased readiness funding for training
operations and flying hours, mainte-
nance and repair of combat equipment,
and facilities renovation and repairs,
but we are not catching up with the
need. All of these increases are nec-
essary and will improve the guality of
life of our service members and their
families.

Also included in the conference re-
port is a provision that gets at the
problem of timely and accurate report-
ing on the readiness conditions of the
forces. I believe this and several other
provisions found in the conference re-
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port on H.R. 3616 will provide better in-
formation that will help to quickly
identify the continued decline in mili-
tary readiness and place us in a posi-
tion to act before the system is further
degraded.

I would like to thank the ranking
member of the readiness sub-
committee, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. OrTIZ) for outstanding coopera-
tion, knowledge and leadership
throughout the process. The Sub-
committee on Military Readiness has
had to deal with several difficult issues
that have transcended political lines,
which would have been more difficult if
it were not for his expertise, his assist-
ance and his bipartisanship.

Only the constraints of time would
prevent me from mentioning by name
the members of the Subcommittee on
Military Readiness who have contrib-
uted so much to the work product of
the committee, and they I am indeed
grateful to.
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Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield 4
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. SI1SISKY), the
ranking Democrat on the chairman's
subcommittee and a very, very valu-
able member of our committee.

Mr. SISISKY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleague, the gentleman from Mis-
souri, for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, in the House's perspec-
tive, this conference agreement on H.R.
3616 does not contain everything we
wanted. Nevertheless, the final product
deserves our support.

This conference: agreement author-
izes $49.5 billion for procurement in fis-
cal year 1999. This represents an in-
crease of $800 million above the Presi-
dent's request, and more importantly,
§4 billion, or 8 percent, above last
yvear's level. Even more importantly, it
marks the end of a too long procure-
ment holiday. Clearly this is good
progress, but more is needed.

Procurement budgets have drifted to
artificially low levels in recent years,
and went from the Reagan buildup in
the eighties and the end of the Cold
War in the nineties, but equipment de-
veloped and produced in the seventies
and eighties is rapidly reaching the end
of its useful life. It must be replaced if
we are to maintain required equipment
levels and technological superiority for
our forces. 1 believe H.R. 3616 rep-
resents a good-faith effort to respond
to that concern.

Mr. Speaker, during the last year 1
have been on the Subcommittee on
Military Readiness with my colleague,
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
BaTEMAN), and 1 have taken it upon
myself to travel to military bases; not
glamorous bases. I have visited the Tth
Fleet in the farthest, remote stretches
of Japan. I have been in the field at
Fort Campbell, Kentucky, with the
101st Airborne. I have been to Bosnia. I
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have been in the Persian Gulf. Three
weeks ago, four weeks ago, I visited the
82nd Airborne Division or the 18th Ar-
mored Corps at Fort Bragg, North
Carolina.

How lucky we are in this country,
how lucky we are in this Congress, to
have young men and women serving
like these young men and women do.
Members have heard today from many
speakers about the shortfalls in health
care, quality of life issues, equipment,
retirement, all of these different
things. Through this all, God blessed
this Republic with young men and
women who are serving today on a
very, very short leash, ready to do
something.

I would tell my colleagues in this
body that what they have heard about
a $1 billion shortfall, and we are going
put it into readiness, is nothing. I told
the Members about an increase in pro-
curement, but guess what, we need
more than $60 billion a year. When all
these new weapons systems come due
in a couple of years we are going to
need a lot more than that. If not, we
are heading for disaster, I am afraid, in
our military.

I think it has to be told. and our col-
leagues have to understand, this Na-
tion, this Nation needs these young
people. We have to take care of these
young people, because let me tell the
Members this, the worst thing in our
lives from a political standpoint is one
day we may have to vote for selective
service again, if we do not recruit peo-
ple. That is one of the problems that
we are having today, recruiting people,
and particularly as it relates to pilots.

Having said that, without reserva-
tion, I urge my colleagues to vote in
favor of this conference agreement.

Mr. Speaker, this conference agreement on
H.R. 3616 does not contain everything that we
would have wanted for procurement from the
House perspective. Nevertheless, it is a final
product that is deserving of our support. Let
me explain.

This conference agreement authorizes
$49.5 billion for military procurement for fiscal
year 1999. This represents an increase of
$800 million above the President's request
and, more importantly, $4 billion or 8 percent
above last year's level. More importantly, it
signals the end of an overly protracted “pro-
curement holiday.” Clearly, good progress—
but more is needed.

Procurement budgets have drifted to artifi-
cially low levels in recent years because we've
benefited from a “procurement holiday” made
possible by the Reagan build-up in the
eighties, and the end of the Cold War in the
nineties. But, cold war equipment developed
and produced in the 1970's and 1980’s, is rap-
idly reaching the end of its useful life and must
be replaced if we are to maintain the require-
ment equipment levels and technological su-
periority for our forces. Recent procurement
budgets are proving inadequate for the task—
equipment modernization is not keeping up
with equipment retirements and threat devel-
opment. This is particularly worrisome with re-
spect to our naval forces.
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Clearly, the time for increased procurement
budgets has come. And H.R. 3616 represents
a good faith effort to respond to that concem.
By signaling the end of an increasingly corro-
sive “procurement holiday,” this conference
agreement deserves our unqualified support.
Therefore, and without reservation, | urge my
colleagues to vote in favor of this conference
agreement.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HUNTER),
the chairman of the Subcommittee on
Military Procurement.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, 1 thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.
I have already made a statement dur-
ing the rule debate, but let me just say
again that this bill need to be passed.
It is a bare minimum. It is a starting
point.

Today, after years of our committee
telling the President that we are un-
derfunded in defense, he has announced
that he believes we are underfunded in
defense. With respect to fixed-wing air-
craft, rotary aircraft, our shipbuilding
program, our missile defense program,
and lots of what I would call ham and
eggs items, those are the generators
and the small trucks and the heavy
. trucks, and all the things that make
our military move, we are shortfunded.

We are building today, once again, to
a fleet of 200 ships in the U.S. Navy. 1
think the stability of the world de-
pends on a strong America and our
ability to project military power. We
have lost a great deal of that ability
over the last 4 years. It is time to re-
build, and the first thing we can do,
and every Member can do to contrib-
uting to that rebuilding of defense, is
to pass this conference report. Every-
one should vote for this report.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, let me comment on the
words of the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. SIS1SKY). I especially appreciate
his positive comments about the young
men and young women that we have in
uniform today. They are the finest in
the world. It is our job to take care of
them, and hopefully in the days and
years ahead we can do a better job, be-
cause as Harry Truman said, the buck
stops with us, in the Constitution.

Mr. Speaker, it is a pleasure to yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. ORTIZ).

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank my good friend for yielding time
to me. I rise in strong support of H.R.
3616, the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for Fiscal Year 1999,

Mr. Speaker, I want to specifically
address the provisions in the act relat-
ing to military readiness. First, I
would like to express my personal ap-
preciation to the Subcommittee on
Military Readiness leadership and to
my colleagues on both sides of the
aisles of the subcommittee and the full
committee for the manner in which
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they conducted the business of the sub-
committee this session. I want to ex-
press my appreciation to the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. BATEMAN)
for his personal involvement, and the
extra steps that he took in getting us
to where we are today.

We had the opportunity to see readi-
ness through a different set of eyes, the
eyes of the brave soldiers, sailors, and
airmen who are entrusted with the
awesome responsibility of carrying out
our national military strategy. We
heard them talk about the shortages of
repair parts, the extra hours spent try-
ing to maintain old equipment, and the
shortage of critical personnel.

While we in this body may differ on
some policy and program objectives,
we on the subcommittee were able to
get a better appreciation of the chal-
lenges that these brave souls face in
trying to do more with less. For their
effort, we can all be proud. I personally
remain concerned about how long they
will be able to keep up with the pace.

The readiness provisions in the bill
reflect some of the steps I believe are
necessary, with the dollars available,
to make their task easier. It does not
provide all that is needed under this
bill. While I would be more pleased if
the migration of O&M funds to other
accounts did not take place, I am opti-
mistic that the recent correspondence 1
have seen from the President indicates
an interest in providing additional
funds for the readiness accounts.

Mr. Speaker, we have many, many
problems. Retention has become a seri-
ous problem. As I talk to the men and
women who serve, the first guestion
they ask me is this: You know, when
my father went in the military, he
would get 60 percent of his pension. It
has gone down to 50, and now to 40 per-
cent.

We have to do more to help our
young men and women. The Air Force,
they are 700 pilots short. I could go on
and on and on. But with what we have
to work with, I think that this is a
good bill. T ask my colleagues to sup-
port it.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. WELDON), who is the
chairman of our Subcommittee on
Military Research and Development.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I thank my distinguished
friend and chairman for yielding time
to me. I want to say what a great
honor it is to serve with both the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr.
FLOYD SPENCE) and the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. IKE SKELTON), two out-
standing Americans, and what a great,
refreshing breeze is flowing through
this Chamber as Democrats and Repub-
licans stand together in support of our
military.

I want to applaud my distinguished
ranking member, the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. PICKETT) on the Sub-
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committee on Military Research and
Development, who is a true American
who has done a fantastic job, as have
all of our colleagues, in an impossible
situation.

What Members need to understand,
Mr. Speaker, is that we are facing what
my good friend, the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. SisisKy) referred to as a
major train wreck, because some very
divergent things are happening.

We are into our 15th consecutive year
of real cuts in defense spending. We are
facing a situation now where we have
an all volunteer force. Unlike 20 years
ago, where we could draft people and
pay them next to nothing, today a
much larger portion of our defense
budget goes for quality of life issues:
housing, education, health care costs.

Unlike 20 years ago, in the past 6
years we have deployed our troops 26
times. That is 26 times in 6 years
versus 10 times in the previous 40
yvears, and none of these 26 deploy-
ments by our Commander in Chief were
budgeted for. None of them were paid
for. So the $15 billion in contingency
costs to pay for those 26 deployments
had to be eaten out of an already de-
creasing defense budget.

What is the fastest growing part of
our defense budget? It is environmental
mitigation. We did not even have that
category 20 years ago. This year we
will spend $11 billion on environmental
mitigation. When we add all of those
factors together, Mr. Speaker, we are
facing an impossible situation.

We have not replaced our equipment
that needs to be replaced. We have not
done the readiness that needs to be
taken care of. We have not provided
the R&D funding that is necessary. By
the year 2000, as the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. SISISKY) pointed out, we
face a major, colossal train wreck. All
these new programs that have not been
paid for come on line at one time.

This Congress needs to understand
that while this bill is important and
while we all should vote yes in favor of
it, the real tough challenge lies ahead.
Hopefully together we can increase the
top line number for defense spending.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to our colleague, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
FRANK).

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the ranking member
for yielding time to me and for accom-
modating me, as I have some other
scheduled things.

I want to thank him and the other
members of the conference committee
particularly on the part of the House
for insisting successfully on inclusion
in this bill of the amendment we adopt-
ed overwhelmingly to put a cap on
American contributions for the expan-
sion of NATO. I do not understand why
the administration fought us, but we
did them a great favor by overcoming
their opposition. 1 thank the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. S18ISKY), the
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gentleman from Missouri, and others
for putting it in.

I understand that we have a problem
with not enough money for defense. If
we take as a given all of the missions
we have undertaken and assigned to
our defense establishment, then we
have a problem in paying for them.

But there are two solutions to that:
One is to pay a lot more money, to cut
into the surplus, to take money away
from other possible uses in the budget
by ramping up defense spending. The
other is to ramp down what we have
undertaken to do.

Yes, we must not ever compromise
with our national security. Yes, there
are other parts of the world where we
want to go and offer assistance. But 50
years after the end of World War II, we
continue to overdo it vis-a-vis our al-
lies. We have today around this world
wealthy allies capable of doing more.

Part of the problem we have is this
unilateral assumption by America of
responsibilities beyond which are rea-
sonable. That is why I am delighted to
have the committee today bring us a
bill which for the first time puts a con-
gressionally mandated binding limit on
what we can spend for NATO.

We have to explain this to our West-
ern European allies, and we continue,
even with this, to be spending tens of
billions of dollars for the defense of
Western Europe, unnecessarily. The
Russian enemy which called this into
question has crumbled as a conven-
tional military power. The Europeans
themselves, unlike the end of World
War II, are numerous and prosperous.
They could do more. I hope this is an
example we will follow in the future.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. McHUGH), the chairman of
our MWR panel.

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.
Mr. Speaker, I, too, rise in strong sup-
port of this conference report for na-
tional defense, particularly as it re-
lates to the provisions authorizing the
morale, welfare, and recreation activi-
ties of the department.

Before I do that, I want to add my
words of thanks and praise to both the
chairman, the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SPENCE), and the ranking
member, the gentleman from Missouri
(Mr. SKELTON), for their cooperative ef-
fort and bipartisanship, and as we have
heard time and time again, for the
great job they do. They serve as an ex-
ample to all of us.

Also I want to thank the members of
the MWR panel and its ranking mem-
ber, the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. MEEHAN) for his constructive and
bipartisan support.

Our biggest challenge was the protec-
tion and enhancement of the resale
system, the commissaries and ex-
changes that provide low-cost groceries
and other essential items for
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servicemembers, their families and re-
tirees wherever they serve around the
world.
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These programs have been under
scrutiny recently by those who ques-
tion the value of that system. In order
to find out how important the system
is to the military life, the MWR panel
held a lengthy and I think we can say
balanced hearing on the benefit. And
from the standpoint of the military,
from the top ranks to the lowest, the
view was unanimous and clear. Com-
missaries and exchanges are a great
and invaluable benefit to the men and
women in uniform.

For that reason, the House has in-
cluded several provisions that
strengthen the resale system and the
quality of life for our soldiers and their
families. For example, we were con-
cerned that the pressures on service
budgets would lead to the degradation
of commissary funding and this bill
takes strong action to protect those
funds. Given the President’s recent ad-
mission that the military is indeed un-
derfunded in the fiscal year 1999 and be-
yond, these measures are even of great-
er importance, and 1 am pleased that
they were included in this report.

Mr. Speaker, I want to highlight one
other provision. Other Members, indeed
all Americans, appreciate the dedica-
tion of the members of the Reserve and
National Guard. They are often called
to duty on short notice, whether they
be deployed to Bosnia or to help to
clean up after some national disaster.

I believe, and my colleagues on the
conference committee have agreed,
that it is time to increase those privi-
leges. We have done that in this bill. It
is a great bill and a great step and I
thank the gentleman from South Caro-
lina (Chairman SPENCE) for allowing
me this time.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Hawaii
(Mr. ABERCROMBIE), who is such a
strong supporter of national security,
and who is also the ranking member of
the Subcommittee on Military Instal-
lations and Facilities.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Missouri
(Mr. SKELTON) and the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. SPENCE) for their
wise counsel and their ready avail-
ability to all the Members, including
this Member, with respect to any as-
pect of our Committee on National Se-
curity reports and this conference re-
port.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank as
well to the gentleman from Colorado
(Mr. HEFLEY), my subcommittee chair-
man and my friend. Unfortunately, he
is not on the floor at the moment, but
1 hope that my good wishes and good
feelings towards him will be conveyed.
1 thank him for his leadership and for
the fair process by which he has han-
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dled the military construction portion
of the Defense authorization bill. His
collegial and bipartisan approach en-
courages and in fact has yielded an
outcome which shuns parochialism and
constantly strives for the good-govern-
ment solutions that this bill represents
to difficult funding issues. It is made
even more difficult by the constrained
fiscal environment which has been
mentioned.

Mr. Speaker, I will not take up the
Members' time in repeating the details
of the report, only to point out how-
ever that the budget adopted by the
conferees represents a considerable ef-
fort in bettering the quality of life for
our military personnel.

A good portion of the $666 million
that was added to the President’s re-
quest for military construction is to be
spent on the most intractable problem
we face, military housing; $101 million
towards improving existing family
housing units and $153 million towards
new barracks and dormitories. Quality
of life of our military personnel will be
improved as a result.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to tell my
colleagues we are far from our goal of
adequate housing. More spending is
needed. As this bill goes forward, the
condition of the military installation
continues to deteriorate. We will be
working on it.

Though I support the bill, I want to
express my continued concern that we
are unable to assure a level playing
field for small businesses. 1 have
worked with the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. TALENT) on the CLASS pro-
posal in the House passed authoriza-
tion, because it improves the quality of
life again for our service members and
maintains a level playing field for
small businesses to compete in the for-
warding of household goods. Unfortu-
nately, in the end, we were not able to
get agreement on this. I can assure my
colleagues we will work to resolve this
issue in the best interests of our men
and women in the Armed Forces.

Regrettably, also the Charter and
Build provision was not included. Mr.
Speaker, I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. BATEMAN) in
particular for his steadfast resolution
in this regard. The provision is good for
America because it provides a means
for the Navy to acquire the ships it
needs to meet our strategic require-
ments and sustain the industrial base
needed to produce them. The issue, I
assure my colleagues, will be revisited
until it is won.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. SPENCE) and
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
SKELTON) for their leadership on this
issue. I tell my colleagues that they
can rest assured that I will continue to
work with them on behalf of the stra-
tegic interests of the United States of
America.
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Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Florida (Mrs. FOWLER).

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of this conference re-
port, and I want to give a special
thanks also to the gentleman from
South Carolina (Chairman SPENCE) and
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
SKELTON), ranking member. They have
worked innumerable hours to bring
this conference report to the floor
today.

This year again, our committee faced
difficult budget challenges. At the
same time we heard witness after wit-
ness testify that readiness is suffering
and that critical modernization needs
are not being met.

Under these circumstances, this bill
is an excellent product. The conferees
struggled mightily to increase author-
ization levels for depot and real prop-
erty maintenance, for training, con-
struction, and key modernization ac-
counts. We also provided a 3.6 percent
troop pay raise and took other steps to
address the Services’' acute retention
problems.

However, Mr. Speaker, I must tell my
colleagues that this bill does not meet
all of our national security needs. This
is the fourteenth consecutive year that
real defense spending will decline.
Meanwhile, we have diverted $10 billion
from key investments to Bosnia, even
as North Korea tests multistage bal-
listic missiles over Japan.

We must increase our spending on de-
fense if we hope to assure that our na-
tional security priorities are met. I
urge support for this conference report.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Guam
(Mr. UNDERWOOD), who is the ranking
member on the Merchant Marine panel.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Missouri
(Mr. SKELTON) for yielding me this
time, my ranking member, and I want
to extend my congratulations to him
and to the gentleman from South Caro-
lina (Chairman SPENCE) of the Com-
mittee on National Security for this
excellent conference report.

Mr. Speaker, I too stand in strong
support of H.R. 8616. Coming from the
Island of Guam, which has had great
experience with war and is in the mid-
dle of any potential contingency in
Asia, we full well know that the sta-
bility of the world, the stability of our
region depends upon a strong America
and that a strong America depends
upon a strong military. In fact, a
strong military depends upon taking
care of our young people in the mili-
tary, and that is why we have so many
concerns.

Mr. Speaker, I want to echo some of
those concerns about the OPTEMPO
and the concerns about readiness and
some of the issues which have been
brought to the surface under the lead-
ership of the gentleman from Virginia
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(Mr. BATEMAN), amongst others. I also
want to draw a little bit of attention to
benefits and quality of life issues for
both Reserve and Active Service per-
sonnel.

I am happy that we were able to in-
clude in this conference report, in the
legislation, a provision that would
allow National Guardsmen to have
commissary privileges when they are
called up for duty in a federally de-
clared disaster area, which is experi-
ence that the Guam National Guard
had an unfortunate experience in with
the recent typhoon Paco.

I am also happy to note that we have
doubled the number of commissary vis-
its from 12 to 24 under the leadership of
MWR Chairman McHuGH. I am also
happy to report that by working very
closely with the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Military Personnel, the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BUYER)
and ranking member, the gentleman
from Mississippi (Mr. TAYLOR) we have
authorized a car rental reimbursement
program for service people who do not
get their cars shipped overseas and get
them delivered on time. This quality of
life provision, with which especially
those of us overseas are greatly famil-
iar, will help reduce the burden that
our men and women in uniform face
when relocating to a permanent sta-
tion overseas.

Mr. Speaker, I also want to draw at-
tention to the fact that this legislation
has many provisions for the missile de-
fense of our Nation, which sometimes
in the course of discussing missile de-
fense, sometimes Alaska and Hawaii
were left out and almost all the time
Guam was left out.

The Nation must continue to develop
robust theater missile defense, such as
the Navy Theater Wide, which is espe-
cially well-suited to protect an insular
area like Guam. And given the current
level of missile development in North
Korea, this is a matter of grave con-
cern to my people, as it should be to
the entire country.

I also want to thank the chairman of
the Subcommittee on Military Instal-
lations and Facilities, the gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. HEFLEY) for accept-
ing an amendment that will require the
Department of Defense to report to
Congress their proposed plan for pri-
vatization of military electric and
water utilities.

Mr. Speaker, 1 thank again both the
gentleman from South Carolina (Chair-
man SPENCE) and my good friend, the
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. SKEL-
TON).

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. THORNBERRY), a very valuable
member of our committee.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Speaker, 1
rise in support of this conference re-
port and in admiration of the work of
our chairman and the ranking member.
This bill is not perfect, but it certainly
deserves our support.

21857

Mr. Speaker, I want to highlight two
areas. One deals with nuclear weapons.
The administration has not asked for
enough money, and Congress has not
provided enough money, to make sure
that our nuclear weapons laboratories
and production facilities can do the job
that we are asking them to do. This
bill does, however, put some extra
money into those places and begins to
make up some of that deficit. But it is
very important that we keep a strong
nuclear deterrent. That will be a tough
job in the future.

The bill also supports our continuing
efforts to dismantle Russian delivery
systems and to put tighter security
around Russian nuclear weapons and
Russian nuclear materials, both of
which are very important. With all the
terrorism, nuclear proliferation, and
instability around the world, we can-
not afford to neglect either of these
areas at all.

Secondly, this bill helps take some
steps toward preparing for the future.
Part of that is getting and keeping the
best people we can. It has got a pay
raise, and thanks to the work of the
gentleman from Oklahoma  (Mr.
WATTS), the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. Mica), the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. MORAN) and others, it has a
demonstration project for military re-
tiree health care that takes us a step
closer to keeping our commitments to
military retirees.

There is a study on the organization
of the Pentagon to try to make sure
that we are the best organized possible
to deal with the challenges of the fu-
ture. And there is a clear expression of
the importance of joint experimen-
tation to try to make sure that what-
ever money we spend on future pro-
curement items is spent on the right
things that will help us to meet the
challenges of the future.

Mr. Speaker, we are going into a pe-
riod where the challenges are more dif-
ficult than they have ever been in the
past. We have a long way to go, but
this bill helps take us in the right di-
rection and deserves the support of all
our colleagues.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. HARMAN), a strong meniber
of our committee. A few moments ago,
1 expressed our appreciation for all the
work that the gentlewoman has done
in the area of national security and we
are going to miss her. -

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I than
our ranking member, the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON) for his
generous words. He knows that this is
my last defense authorization bill.

I have served on the committee for
three terms, 6 years, first under the
distinguished chairmanship of Ron Del-
lums and now under the leadership of
the gentleman from South Carolina
(Mr. SPENCE) and the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. SKELTON), THE ranking
member.
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I also want to acknowledge that our
former chairman, the late Secretary of
Defense Les Aspin, was a mentor of
mine, and he is on my mind today, too.

Mr. Speaker, during the past three
Congresses, the committee has
strengthened our Nation's defense ca-
pabilities, but naturally I always hoped
we could do more.

1 have always believed we need to
modernize our military by focusing on
tomorrow’s battles, not yesterday's. As
such, I strongly believe Congress can
do more to embrace the revolution in
military affairs.

Similarly, we need to modernize our
forces and continue development of ad-
vanced precision strike capabilities,
like the B-2 Stealth bomber, and heavy
lift capability, like the Air Force's C-
17. In fact, I have always called the C-
17 my fifth child.

The committee has started to address
the imbalance in the tooth-to-tail
ratio, and I commend it for that. In our
defense downsizing, we have cut too
much of our combat ability, the tooth,
and left a disproportionate amount of
our support structure, the tail.

As a representative of the district 1
call the aerospace center of the uni-
verse, I know what those cuts mean in
human terms and in national security
terms.
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Mr. Speaker, we also must move to
assure safety and opportunity to
women without whom we could not
field an all-volunteer force. I am
pleased that this bill does not reseg-
regate basic training by gender, a move
backwards, in my view.

Mr. Speaker, though I will not be in
Congress, I plan to continue to help
shape our Nation's defense policies. My
service to the women and men who
build our defense assets and put their
lives on the line for our country will
not end with Congress's adjournment.

To my friends on the committee, to
my friends who have been on the com-
mittee, it has been an honor to work
with them.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. GRANGER), former mayor of
Fort Worth, Texas, a very valuable
member of our committee.

Ms. GRANGER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in strong support of the 1999 Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act con-
ference report. While this legislation
does not contain everything many of us
would like to have funded, I do want to
take a moment to thank the gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. SPENCE), the
gentleman from  California (Mr.
HUNTER), the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. WELDON) and the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON) for their
very, very hard work to produce a bill
that meets the needs of our Armed
Services.

A great American general once said,
wars are fought with weapons, but they
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are won with soldiers. I believe our na-
tional defense policy should be based
on this sound premise. Great weapons
and great troops are what make Amer-
ica’s military the best. However, 1
share the gentleman from South Caro-
lina (Mr. SPENCE's) and the defense
community’s concerns that these fund-
ing levels are still inadequate to meet
the inereasing number of threats to our
national security.

We cannot continue to do more with
less. We cannot continue to expect to
get ahead by just getting by. So while
I support this legislation, I urge my
colleagues to recommit themselves to
the cause of national security. That is
why it is so important the committee
included funding for the F-16, V-22, F-
22 and continued R&D for the multi-
service, multi-role joint strike fighter.
These weapons make a statement
about our commitment to national se-
curity, and they will make a difference
in preserving our national safety.

I am looking forward to working
with the gentleman from South Caro-
lina (Mr. SPENCE) in his commitment
to continuing to make national secu-
rity our number one national priority.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. PICKETT), ranking member
of the Subcommittee on Military Re-
search and Development.

Mr. PICKETT. Mr. Speaker, I com-
mend the gentleman from South Caro-
lina (Mr. SPENCE) and the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON) for their
constructive work in reaching this con-
ference agreement which I strongly
support. I also want to commend all
committee members, including our
chairman and ranking member, for
what they have done to make it pos-
sible for us to be here today with an
agreement I think meets most of our
defense needs.

Given the considerable budget limi-
tations we have had to deal with this
yvear, I am very encouraged with the
conference agreement before us. While
keeping spending limits within those
set by the balanced budget agreement,
the conference agreement continues to
make progress in resolving several con-
cerns about the Defense Department's
proposed future years defense plan. I
am pleased to report that the naval
aviation and missile defense programs
remain on schedule, that Army mod-
ernization plans remain intact and
that Air Force priorities have been
maintained.

I am also encouraged that the con-
ference agreement includes an honest
effort to address each of the above
issues. Several provisions provide addi-
tional authorization for promising pro-
grams, and others invest in what may
prove to be leap-ahead technologies. As
a result, it is my hope that this agree-
ment will represent the beginning of an
increased commitment to research and
development.
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As a long-standing member of the
Committee on National Security, I
have repeatedly recognized the virtue
of maintaining adequate investment in
our Nation's science and technology
defense programs. To be sure, without
such healthy investment in the 1960s
and 1970s, our Nation would not have
been able to prevail so decisively dur-
ing the 1991 Gulf War, nor would our
Nation's more recent deployments have
proven successful.

As in the Gulf War example, today’s
force has benefited from planning and
commitment. Innovative forethought
and steadfast execution 20 and 30 years
ago produced a superior and unmatched
military in 1990, one founded on ad-
vances in stealth, precision targeting,
communications, imagery and mobil-
ity, just to name a few.

But our challenge remains and con-
tinues today. And while it is a chal-
lenge, it is also a necessity that we in-
definitely sustain the impressive force
that we have. This conference agree-
ment authorizes a number of programs
designed to meet this challenge. On be-
half of our Nation’s soldiers, sailors,
airmen and Marines, I ask all Members
of this body to vote yes on final pas-
sage of the fiscal year 1999 defense au-
thorization bill.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. Cox), for the purpose of a
colloguy.

Mr. COX of California. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the chairman for yielding me
the time.

I rise to applaud the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. SPENCE) and the
conferees for bringing to this House a
measure that is vital to our national
security. I am especially pleased that
the conference report incorporates a
number of the bills that made up our
policy for freedom in China. These bills
passed the House last fall with over-
whelming bipartisan support.

One of the *“‘Policy for Freedom in
China’ bills included in the conference
report is the legislation written by the
gentleman from  California (Mr.
HUNTER), providing for design of a the-
ater missile defense system for Taiwan.
This significant provision was drafted
in response to the Taiwan Straits crisis
of 1996 in which the PRC fired nuclear-
capable missiles surrounding Taiwan’s
major ports.

However, since the recent North Ko-
rean missile launch over Japan, it has
become clear that other friends and al-
lies in the region, not just Taiwan, are
vulnerable to the threat of missile at-
tacks.

I would like to inguire of the distin-
guished chairman, the gentleman from
South Carolina, whether the con-
ference report will, in fact, require the
administration to address the missile
defense needs of Taiwan and also our
other East Asian allies.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. COX of California. I yield to the
gentleman from South Carolina.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I would
say to the gentleman that he is cor-
rect. In light of the emerging evidence
of North Korea’s missile threat to the
United States and our forces in the re-
gion, the conferees expanded the provi-
gion to include not just Taiwan but all
of our allies in the Asian Pacific re-
gion. This is an important provision of
the conference report, and I appreciate
the gentleman’s interest and leadership
in this area.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COX of California. I yield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I want to
commend the chairman of the full com-
mittee also for working the missile de-
fense issue, especially in light of the
fact that the North Koreans are now
very close to having an ICBM, that is
intercontinental ballistic missile, ca-
pability. This provision is absolutely
imperative.

Mr. COX of California. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the chairman of the committee
for his clarification of this matter. 1
commend the conferees for taking the
critical steps to secure peace and sta-
bility in East Asia.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker,
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. SAXTON).

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, in the au-
thorization conference report there is a
large increase of $120 million for the
Navy Theater Wide Ballistic Missile
Defense system that we just spoke of. I
believe $50 million of the increase was
set aside specifically for improve-
ments.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SAXTON. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, that is
correct.

Most of the Navy Theater Wide fund-
ing to date has gone to support the new
interceptor required to destroy incom-
ing ballistic missiles. Additional fund-
ing for radar development is needed to
assure that the system is capable of de-
tecting and tracking ballistic missiles
in flight.

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I also
note that the report discusses the
availability of a prototype radar by the
year 2001 to support testing of the new
interceptor.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, that
is true. In essence, this date is direc-
tion to the Navy to get started now on
a radar development program in a way
that best supports the Navy Theater
Wide.

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, the Navy
has two options to upgrade its radar
capabilities. One is an upgrade of the

I re-
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SPY-1 radar. I believe that this option
would meet all the Navy Theater Wide
system requirements while also meet-
ing the projected cruise missile threat.

The other option is a single-purpose
radar system that would be mounted in
the superstructure of an Aegis cruiser.
The Navy has not taken a formal posi-
tion on which option they believe is
preferable. I believe and I strongly be-
lieve this SPY-1 upgrade is the right
alternative, and I helieve we need to
get started on a radar development
now to support the NTW mission and
the new interceptor.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the gentleman because our con-
ference report, and that is supported by
the chairman and the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. WELDON), supports
the gentleman's goal of vigorously pur-
suing the radar improvements that the
gentleman has accurately noted are
needed. The $50 million increase to the
Navy Theater Wide program is specifi-
cally dedicated to accelerating these
radar improvements and to ensure that
the radar can support the full range of
Navy requirements, including cruise
and ballistic missile threats. And, once
again, this is a very imperative pro-
gram.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. BARTLETT), a very active and
knowledgeable member of our com-
mittee.

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, these are very difficult re-
marks for me, but I cannot keep faith
with hundreds of thousands of Ameri-
cans without rising to express major
concern about a portion of this bill.
The Family Research Council, the
Christian Coalition, Concerned Women
for America and Focus on the Family
are all calling for a no vote on this bill.
They are doing that because they love
this country. They are doing that be-
cause they really support a strong
military.

Their concern is that this report
failed to include language on requiring
separate gender training in PT, in
small units recommended by the Kasse-
baum-Baker panel, included in our
House bill and endorsed by a letter to
the conferees signed by all of senior
leadership and by all but one of our full
committee chairs.

Not a single woman plays profes-
sional football. Not a single woman
plays professional baseball. Men and
women are different, and they need to
be trained separately in PT.

No matter how long we worship at
the altar of political correctness, it
will not change this fact. We need to
send this bill back to conference so we
can report out a good bill that we can
pass that is really going to support our
military. If we continue with the
present policy, it assures continued
embarrassing sexual misconduct scan-
dals.
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The chaplain at Fort Leonard Wood
said what we are trying to do runs con-
trary to the powers of nature. Sec-
ondly, it is contrary to good order and
discipline. It puts readiness at risk. It
puts the lives of our young military
people at risk.

Please send this back to committee.
Support these hundreds of thousands of
Americans that want a strong military
and appropriate training for our young
people.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the balance of my time to the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. MORAN),
who has been so active in helping es-
tablish the Federal Employees Health
Benefits Program demonstration
project.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). The gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. MORAN) is recognized for 3
minutes.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, I am very grateful to the ranking
member not only for yielding me this
time but particularly for his leadership
and the leadership of the chairman of
our Committee on Armed Services, the
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr.
SPENCE).

There are so many reasons to rise in
support of this bill, but, more than
any, the underlying theme of this bill
is that our Armed Forces are not just
about weapons or strategies or tech-
nology, but the heart of our Armed
Forces are the people who have to oper-
ate the weapons, who have to represent
us in this country and abroad.

This bill is primarily designed to en-
sure that we can recruit, that we can
train, that we can sustain our enlisted
personnel, the very best that this coun-
try has to offer, and we can also treat
military retirees with the gratitude
and the respect that they deserve.

There is one provision in this bill
that I want to underscore, because it
does address a situation that has oc-
curred over the years, really since 1956,
when the military started to back off
what was considered to be a commit-
ment. When people enlisted in the mili-
tary right up until last year they were
told in recruitment literature that
they would be entitled to free, quality,
lifetime health care.

This bill addresses that. It does so
initially in a demonstration project.
One of those demonstration projects is
designed to extend the Federal Em-
ployees Health Benefits Plan, as the
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. SKEL-
TON) and other speakers have said, to
military retirees. It is the right thing
to do.
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Two people have died over the past
yvear who spent a great deal of effort,
who provided wonderful leadership,
particularly for military retirees but
also when they were in the military,
and specifically over the last few years
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on this issue: General Pennington, who
led the Retired Officers’ Association,
and Colonel Vince Smith, in my own
district. Vince Smith and his wife Edie
have worked for 6 years on this provi-
sion. These two heroes passed away
knowing that this Congress responded
to what they knew was a legitimate,
and very important, request.

With this legislation, we honor their
memory and the memory of millions of
people, men and women, who have
served this country. They deserve the
greatest respect we can afford them.
They deserve the commitment that
this bill entails. They deserve the kind
of treatment that we will be able to
eventually provide, which does not end
when somebody leaves the service, but
continues throughout their retirement
years.

Mr. Speaker, this is a bill we should
all support.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. PAPPAS).

Mr. PAPPAS. Mr. Speaker, 1 thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time, and I simply want to stand here
and rise in support of this conference
report. There may not be everything
that is contained within it that every
single Member agrees to, but overall, I
think, Mr. Speaker, that it moves the
defense and the national interests of
our country forward, provides some
very necessary funds for programs and
our personnel, and I thank the chair-
man and the ranking member and all
the members of the committee for
working together in a bipartisan fash-
ion to bring this forth.

Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Speaker, | rise in sup-
port of this conference report to the FY 99 De-
fense Authorization Bill (H.R. 3616). While we
continue to underfund our national security
strategy, this being the fourteenth consecutive
year of a declining defense budget, this con-
ference report meets our defense priorities
within this constrained budget environment.
Last week, the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the
Secretary of Defense presented the President
with the stark realities of the state of military
readiness and weapon systems modernization
shortfalls that our military is now experiencing.
The President indicated his willingness to ad-
dress these funding shortfalls in next year's
budget request, which is a long time coming.

With regard to a specific land conveyance
provision in the bill (section 2833), | am
pleased that we were able to make these
technical, but necessary changes to the con-
veyance terms of real property from the
Army's Redstone Arsenal to the Alabama
Space Science Exhibit Commission. This sec-
tion ensures that the future development of
the U.S. Space & Rocket Center previously
conveyed by the Army to the appropriate
agency of the State of Alabama will remain
consistent with the long-term master plan for
the use of that property as agreed upon by the
Center, Redstone Arsenal and the Marshall
Space Flight Center, Present financing ar-
rangements and mortgages relating to new
and existing facilities at the Space and Rocket
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Center are preserved, and appropriate coordi-
nation of further financing initiatives, mort-
gages and other debt society arrangements in
accordance with the agreed-upon master plan
is assured.

| urge my colleagues to support this con-
ference report.

Mr. COX of California. Mr. Speaker, | rise to
applaud Chairman SPeENCE and the Conferees
for legislation vital to our country's national se-
curity.

| am especially pleased to note that the bill
includes a number of key elements of the
“Policy for Freedom in China” that passed the
House last fall with overwhelming bipartisan
majorities.

They include: H.R. 2647, Representative
TiLLIE FOWLER's bill enhancing the President's
authority over enterprises in this country con-
trolled by China's People's Liberation Army
under the International Emergency Economic
Powers Act (Section 1237).

H.R. 2195, Representative CHRIS SMITH's
bill strengthening Customs Service interdiction
of products made by China's infamous Laogai
slave-labor camps (Sections 3701-3703).

H.R. 2232, Representative ED ROYCE's
Radio Free Asia Act, increasing the free flow
of information in the major dialects of China
and Tibet (Sections 3901-3903).

H.R. 2386, Representative DUNCAN
HUNTER's bill providing for design of a theatre
missile defense system for Taiwan (Section
1533).

This key provision, which passed the House
301-116, was designed initially to respond to
the Taiwan Strait Crisis of 1996, in which Bei-
jing conducted missile firings into the inter-
national waters adjacent to Taiwan's key
ports.

In light of the emerging evidence of North
Korea's missile threat to U.S. allies and forces
in the region, the Senate and the conference
have improved this provision by broadening it
to include not just Taiwan but all our other key
regional allies in the Asian-Pacific region.

As a result, this important provision will
serve to enhance security not just for Taiwan
but for other key allies like Japan and the Re-
public of Korea.

| strongly support this enhancement of the
bill.

Mr. Speaker, with approval of this con-
ference report both the House and Senate will
have enacted our Policy for Freedom in China,
thereby abandoning the Clinton Administra-
tion's empty approach and making important
progress in ensuring peace and security in
East Asia.

| appreciate the consideration the Con-
ference has given to these issues and appre-
ciate the opportunity to speak on behalf of
passage of the report.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker. | rise in strong
support of the conference report on H.R.
3616, the Defense Authorization for FY 1999.

| am very pleased that the Conferees
agreed to strike language included in the Sen-
ate-passed bill that would have allowed the
Department of Defense (DoD) an unprece-
dented exemption to existing law to import a
very dangerous class of chemicals called Pol-
ychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs). Congress
banned the manufacture and importation of
PCBs in 1976 as part of the Toxic Substances
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Control Act (TSCA). PCBs when released into
the environment collect in the body and cause
a broad range of adverse health effects includ-
ing cancer, reproductive damage, and birth
defects. When incinerated, PCBs release
dioxin—one of the most toxic chemicals
known. PCBs accumulate in the environment
and move toward the top of the food chain,
contaminating fish, birds, and ultimately hu-
mans.

The language originally included in Section
321 of the Senate bill, S. 2060, would have
nullified over twenty years of sound environ-
mental law and jeopardized the health and
safety of Americans by allowing the DoD to
import foreign-produced PCBs into the United
States. This proposed change was never re-
viewed by the Commerce Committee, which
has jurisdiction over TSCA. It is also important
to note that current law already provided an
exemption that allows the DoD to return PCB
waste to the United States if the PCBs were
manufactured in the United States, shipped to
a foreign military base, have been continu-
ously under U.S. control, and now need to be
returned for disposal. This exemption ensures
that any PCBs exported from the United
States to one of our foreign military installa-
tions can be returned.

Mr. Speaker, | applaud the Chairman and
Ranking Member for striking the Senate lan-
guage and instead directing the DoD to submit
a detailed report to Congress on the true size
and scope of the PCB problem at our over-
seas military bases. | look forward to working
with the National Security, Commerce, and
Transportation & Infrastructure Committees to
address this problem and | urge my col-
leagues to support the legislation.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time,

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAToURETTE). Without objection, the
previous question is ordered on the
conference report.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the conference report.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members,

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 373, nays 50,
not voting 11, as follows:

Evi-

[Roll No. 458]
YEAS—373

Abercrombie Barcia Bilbray
Ackerman Barr Billrakis
Allen Barrett (NE) Bishop
Andrews Barton Blagojevich
Archer Bass Bliley
Armey Bateman Blunt
Bachus Becerra Boehlert
Baesler Bentsen Boehner
Baker Bereuter Bonilla
Baldacel Berman Bono
Ballenger Berry Borski
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Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox

Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeGette
DeLauro
DeLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreler
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Emerson
Engel
English
Ensign
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing

Farr

Fattah
Fawell

Fazio

Foley
Forbes

Ford
Fossella
Fowler

Fox

Frank (MA)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor

Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Graham
Granger
Green
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hilljard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E.B.
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kim
King (NY)
Kingston
Klecaka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewls (CA)
Lewls (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lucas
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
MeCollum
McCrery
MecDade
McGovern
McHale

McHugh
Mcinnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Menendez
Metcalfl
Mica
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (FL)
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Myrick
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Olver
Ortiz
Oxley

Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Pickering
Plckett

Pitts

Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Redmond
Regula

Reyes

Riggs
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce

Ryun

Sabo

Salmon
Sanchez
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Schumer
Secott
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Bisisky
Skaggs
Bkeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam
Smith, Linda
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Snowbarger Taylor (MS) Watkins
Snyder Taylor (NC) Watt (NC)
Solomon Thomas Watts (OK)
Souder Thompson Waxman
Spence Thornberry Weldon (FL)
Spratt Thune Weldon (PA)
Stabenow Thurman Weller
Stearns Tiahrt Wexler
Stenholm Tierney Weygand
Stokes Torres White
Strickland Towns Whitfield
Stump Traficant Wicker
Stupak Turner Wilson
Sununu Upton Wise
Talent Visclosky Wolf
Tanner Walsh Wynn
Tauscher Wamp Young (AK)
Tauzin Waters Young (FL)
NAYS—50
Barrett (WI) Kind (WI) Paul
Bartlett Klug Payna
Blumenauer Kucinich Pelosi
Bonior Lee Petri
Campbell Lofgren Rangel
Conyers Lowey Rivers
Davis (IL) Luther
DeFazlo MeDermott Sasadi
Delahunt McKinney Sandars
Filner Meeks (NY) P A
Franks (NJ) Miller (CA)
Furse Minge Shays
Goode Morella Stark
Gutlerrez Nadler Velazquez
Hoekstra Oberstar Vento
Hooley Obey Woolsey
Jackson (IL) Owens Yates
NOT VOTING—11
Aderholt Gass Pryce (OH)
Brady (TX) Johnson, Sam Riley
Burton Kennelly Shaw
Ehrlich Poshard
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Mrs. LOWEY and Mr. JACKSON of I1-
linois changed their vote from *‘yea’’ to
“nay.”

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts
changed his vote from “‘nay’ to “‘yea.”

So the conference report was agreed
to.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

——————

PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Mr. RILEY. Mr. Speaker, | was unavoidably
detained and was not present for rollcall No.
458. Had | been present, | would have voted
“yea..“

——————

PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall
No. 458, | was unavoidably detained. Had |
been present, | would have voted “yea.”

——

PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
| was unavoidably detained on rolicall No. 458.
| ask that the RECORD reflect, that had | been
present, | would have voted “yea."

————

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
conference report just agreed to.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from South
Carolina?

There was no objection.

e g

WORKFORCE IMPROVEMENT AND
PROTECTION ACT OF 1998

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 513 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 513

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order without inter-
vention of any point of order to consider in
the House the bill (H.R. 3736) to amend the
Immigration and Nationality Act to make
changes relating to H-1B nonimmigrants.
The bill shall be considered as read for
amendment. In lieu of the amendment rec-
ommended by the Committee on the Judici-
ary now printed in the bill, the amendment
in the nature of a substitute printed in the
Congressional Record and numbered 1 pursu-
ant to clause 6 of rule XXIII shall be consid-
ered as adopted. The previous question shall
be considered as ordered on the Dbill, as
amended, and on any further amendment
thereto to final passage without intervening
motion except: (1) one hour of debate on the
bill, as amended, equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on the Judici-
ary, (2) the further amendment printed in
the Congressional Record and numbered 2
pursuant to clause 6 of rule XXIII, which
shall be In order without intervention of any
point of order or demand for division of the
question, shall be considered as read, and
shall be separately debatable for one hour
equally divided and controlled by the pro-
ponent and an opponent; and (3) one motion
to recommit with or without instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DREIER) is
recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to my very dear
friend, the gentelwoman from Fairport,
NY, star of MS-NBC (Ms. SLAUGHTER)
pending which I yield myself such time
as I may consume. During consider-
ation of this resolution, all time yield-
ed is for the purpose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, this rule makes in order
H.R. 3736, the Workforce Improvement
and Protection Act under a modified
closed rule providing one hour of gen-
eral debate divided equally between the
chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on the Judiciary.
The rule waives all points of order
against consideration in the House.

At the close of the debate on the
rule, I will be offering an amendment
to the rule to consider as adopted in
lieu of the amendment recommended
by the Committee on the Judiciary
printed in the bill the amendment
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
that is numbered 3. This amendment
consists of the text of the compromise
agreed to last night by the Senator
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from Michigan (Mr. ABRAHAM) who has
worked tirelessly on this issue, the
Clinton administration, and the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. SMITH) chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Immigra-
tion who has been a great friend and a
very sincere champion of immigration
reform.

Additionally, Mr. Speaker, the rule
makes in order the amendment printed
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD num-
bered 2 to be offered by the gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. WATT) which
will be in order without the interven-
tion of any point of order and will be
debatable for one hour equally divided
and controlled by the proponent and an
opponent.

[0 1445

Mr. Speaker, America's high tech ex-
plosion has been one of the truly in-
spiring stories of the last 2 decades.
Brand names that were barely heard of
2 decades ago are now recognized not
only here in the United States but all
around the globe. Whole new private
sector industries have expanded to the
point where millions of American fami-
lies enjoy their standard of living be-
cause of the jobs that they create.

In my State of California, Mr. Speak-
er, cutting edge industries that develop
technology and sell it in every major
world market have transformed a de-
pressed, defense-based economy to a vi-
brant technology- and export-based
economy.

The driving force behind these cut-
ting edge industries and job-creating
technologies is simple. It is the energy,
brain power and perseverance of skilled
people. Mr. Speaker, the fundamental
concept behind this bill is that skilled
people create jobs, they do not take up
jobs.

California wins when talented, ener-
getic people come to the State to build
companies and create jobs. It does not
matter whether those skilled people
come from New York, Missouri or Mon-
treal; California wins. This bill will
help create more jobs in California and
the rest of the country by insuring that
more skilled workers can come here to
help strong private sector businesses
prosper.

Mr. Speaker, the companies that
take advantage of skilled workers that
temporarily enter the country from
abroad do more than just create more
good jobs here. The technological ad-
vances that they pioneer are felt
throughout the country as better and
less expensive consumer products, re-
duced production costs, increased effi-
ciency, better wages and a higher
standard of living for all Americans.
Everyone loses when the private sector
is denied access to skilled people.

Mr. Speaker, the compromise crafted
through intense bipartisan negotia-
tions over the past 2 weeks addresses
the very legitimate concerns raised
about the actions of a tiny minority of
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companies that abuse the HI1B pro-
gram, using it in a way that was never
intended by the proponents of this val-
uable program. In addition to the cur-
rent requirement that H1B workers be
paid the same as American employees
in similar positions, and I underscore
that once again, Mr. Speaker, the re-
quirement that H1B workers be paid
the same as American employees in
similar positions and previously
agreed-to changes that would allow the
Department of Labor to audit many
companies which use H1B workers to
ensure that they are recruiting Amer-
ican workers and not replacing them
with foreign workers, today's com-
promise inserts additional require-
ments as well.

Companies that hire a significant
number of H1B workers will be sub-
jected to unprecedented scrutiny by
the Department of Labor to ensure
that they are making efforts to recruit
American workers and that H1Bs are
not taking jobs from Americans. Mr.
Speaker, a fee of $500 per application
will also be charged companies that
seek to use H1B workers, with the reve-
nues being used to fund math and
science scholarships, to retrain dis-
placed workers and to permit the De-
partment of Labor to police the pro-
gram.

Now it is an unfortunate reality, Mr.
Speaker, but a reality all the same,
that our education system is not pro-
ducing enough skilled workers to meet
the needs of many industries. Half of
the students graduating from Amer-
ican universities with doctorates in
science, math and computer pro-
graming are foreign-born students. It is
a sad fact that 70 percent of American
high tech companies claim a shortage
of skilled workers as the leading bar-
rier to their growth. This is a long-
term national problem, and nothing we
do here reduces the importance of dra-
matically improving eduocation and
training. We have much work to do on
that account.

Mr. Speaker, it is always a pleasure
to be able to present the House an op-
portunity to enact bipartisan legisla-
tion that will benefit our economy and
create jobs. The Workforce Improve-
ment and Protection Act highlights
the very best of the role immigration
plays in our national economy, inject-
ing the vibrancy of skilled and ener-
getic people. Not only do the vast ma-
jority of immigrants work hard, sup-
port their families and pay taxes, but
some turn out to be like one named
Andy Grove. He came to this country
and, using his brain and his heart,
made the Intel Corporation what it is
today, a world leader in technology
that has created thousands of jobs for
Americans and thousands of products
for American families.

Mr. Speaker, this is a very, very good
compromise worked out among all the
parties, including both the Senate, the
House and the administration.
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I urge adoption of both the rule and
the bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
from California for yielding me the
customary 30 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, 1 will not actively op-
pose this rule. The agreement that has
been crafted with the administration
addresses some of the concerns my col-
leagues and I have with the underlying
bill, but I do have concerns about how
we arrived at this rule.

The process we adopted seems to
abolish as irrelevant the committee
process in the House of Representa-
tives. This rule throws out the crafted
consensus bill reported by the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary by a 23 to 4
vote; that is right, a 23 to 4 vote. The
Committee on the Judiciary Sub-
committee on Immigration and Claims
heard from a variety of witnesses at its
April hearing, including representa-
tives from affected businesses, aca-
demia, labor unions and the Labor De-
partment. At its markup, the sub-
committee reported the bill by voice
vote.

The full Committee on the Judiciary,
working in bipartisan cooperation,
fully considered the bill, adopting 11
amendments by voice vote. The com-
mittee report included a letter from
the White House commending the com-
mittee-reported bill as a good basis for
fine tuning final legislation that the
administration could support. One
might have thought that the legisla-
tive process had worked, producing a
bill that addresses a problem and it
could be enacted into law.

But last July, when the Committee
on Rules first considered this rule, the
Committee on Rules majority decided
that the work of the Committee on the
Judiciary, reported by a 23 to 4 margin,
could be discarded at its whim. The
Committee on Rules majority appro-
priated to itself the right to substitute
a wholly different bill, drafted in se-
cret, without the benefit of hearings or
the expertise of the authorizing com-
mittee.

Unfortunately, this circumvention of
the committee process is becoming a
bad habit. Last month, we voted on a
health care bill which no committee
considered, and it had no chance of
being enacted into law. Last week, we
considered important bills to fight
drug use that no committee had con-
sidered, marked up or reported.

And why should the American public
care? Is this just inside baseball, irrele-
vant to the final legislative product?
No. Far too often, the Congress has
hastily passed ill-considered legislation
that had many unforeseen con-
sequences.

As I noted, the majority in the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary have reached
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an agreement with the White House
that will allow this bill to be signed
into law. The agreement was reached
last night, although few of us and al-
most probably none of us have any idea
what it is, and none of us have had the
opportunity to examine it.

The Committee on the Judiciary-re-
ported bill should have been brought to
the House floor in regular order under
an open rule. Unfortunately, that is
not the circumstances in which we find
ourselves. I register my objection.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield 212
minutes to the gentleman from Morris,
Illinois (Mr. WELLER), a valued member
of the Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of this rule, and I rise in sup-
port of this compromise.

Mr. Speaker, one thing that I am
very proud of, of course, I represent the
South Side of Chicago and the south
suburbs, and that is the Chicago region
ranks fourth today in high tech. We
often think of Silicon Valley and the
Boston corridor and Seattle, but the
Chicago region is home to over 3,000 in-
formation and high tech corporations
that are growing and, of course, cre-
ating new jobs in the Chicago region.

One lesson that we have all learned,
though, as high tech jobs grow, as this
new industry of the 21st century grows,
that we have also learned that there is
a shortage of skilled workers who have
the computer skills to fill the jobs that
are now made available. In fact, there
are 340,000 jobs, it is estimated, that
went unfilled this past year because of
lack of computer skills in the work-
force, and that is an issue that we have
got to address long term as we work to
give computer and Internet access to
our schools throughout this Nation.
But, short term, we need to solve this
problem; and this compromise worked
out between the administration and
this House of Representatives and the
Senate solves the problem; and that is
why I stand in support of it.

Think about it. Information tech-
nology is our future. It is estimated
there is 130,000 information technology
jobs created in the past year. Over the
next 10 years, we expect to create 1.3
million new jobs, and it is important to
my home State of Illinois.

In 1995, information technology cre-
ated 189,000 jobs for the people of Illi-
nois, generating $8.5 billion in annual
wages. The average industry wage is
$45,000. The average private sector
wage is only $30,000. These are good-
paying jobs, and it is a great oppor-
tunity for young people to know that
there is a future in high technology.

We need to win this fight. If we do
not find a way to fill these jobs, we are
going to lose out. If we want to com-
pete globally, we have to fill these jobs
with qualified workers. This legisla-
tion, which provides H-1B visas, raises
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the caps, will help us fill those posi-
tions as we work to prepare more
Americans to fill these jobs in the fu-
ture.

I am also proud this compromise be-
tween the White House and this Con-
gress also increases protection for
American workers. It is a good com-
promise. It is common sense. That is
how this process should work. We pro-
tect workers giving the opportunity for
our industry to grow and create new
jobs, and I am proud that Chicago and
the Chicago region, which ranks fourth
in high technology, will be the winner
when this legislation passes.

Again, I ask for bipartisan support.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. KLINK).

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Speaker, 1 thank the
gentlewoman for yielding this time to
me.

1 always find it very interesting, the
names of the bills that come before us
during this Congress. I would venture,
if we did not have the kind of protec-
tions we have in speech on the floor of
the House, that we would be able to sue
our colleagues on the other side of the
aisle for false advertising.

Workforce Improvement and Protec-
tion Act, a bill that allows some of the
best jobs in the high tech industry to
go to foreign workers who we bring
into this country under a special H-1B
provision, while those very same com-
panies have spent the last year laying
off hundreds of thousands of American
workers. And I hope that when we get
into the general debate I will have the
opportunity to cite specific companies
and the number of thousands of Amer-
ican workers in the high tech field that
they have been laying off.

Mr. Speaker, this is not about a lack
of workers. It is about a lack of work-
ers that are the cheapest to be found.
It is about a lack of indentured serv-
ants that we can bring in from other
nations who cannot complain because
there is virtually no enforcement by
the Department of Labor.

Now I understand under the bill that
we are to take up today that we have
increased some of the oversight by the
Department of Labor, but the fact of
the matter is that only the smallest
percentage of companies using H-1B
visas will be able to be scrutinized.
Those will be the companies that are
called H-1B dependents.

When I first began to talk about the
problem with H-1Bs and this visa, a lot
of people across America were calling
my office, Mr. Speaker, and indeed
some Members thought H-1B was some
experimental aircraft. The fact of the
matter is that this was a program that
was developed back in 1990. The col-
leges and the universities and the high
tech industries were coming to Con-
gress saying, we are not educating
enough people with PhDs and the kind
of degrees to take these high tech jobs.
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My question still is, if we are not
educating them, those same edu-
cational institutions, those colleges
and universities that are complaining
to us, are at fault. They are the schools
that are accepting the tuition money
that is being earned and paid out by
the hard-working people of this coun-
try, and then they are not educating
those students to take the jobs of to-
morrow.

And to my friends on the minority
side I will say at the same time that
they are attempting to eliminate the
Department of Education, eliminate
the Department of Commerce, elimi-
nate the Department of Labor who
could monitor the needs of the work
force and could help us train the work-
ers for those skilled needs. Instead,
they are saying, let us raise the num-
ber up, let us raise the number of for-
eign workers that we are bringing in by
142,500, and that is what this rule does.
That is what this bill does.

0 1500

It says to the hard-working tax-
payers across this country, “*Your kids
are too stupid, your schools are too
bad, and we are not going to do any-
thing about it, except we are going to
bring foreign workers in to take those
good paying jobs. If you don't like it,
we in Congress don’t care.”

Because you bring this bill up today,
no one has read it, no one knows what
the provisions of this bill are. The
White House worked this out. They did
not talk to those of us in the House, ex-
cept to advise us what the deal was
that they had made. No one consulted
us, no one asked us what we thought,
what we needed. We were not a part of
putting this legislation together.

I would say that the gentlewoman
from the Committee on Rules, the gen-
tlewoman from New York (Ms. SLAUGH-
TER), who yielded time to me, is abso-
lutely right. We come here today blind-
ly, not knowing what it is we are vot-
ing for. What are the specific protec-
tions in there? I defy one Member on
either side to tell us exactly what that
language is, because we have not had a
chance to scrutinize it.

That is not the way the House of
Representatives should work. Over 80
percent of the people in a Harris poll
across this country, when asked if they
favored the program, when the H-1B
program was explained to them, over
four out of five workers across this
country, voters across this country,
said they do not want to see an in-
crease in this program.

We are defying that. We are flying in
their face. This is not about building
up a high-tech industry. This is about
catering to high-tech industries, and a
very formidable political voice, right
before we have an election. If it is bi-
partisan, then both parties are guilty
of doing it.

This is about giving away American
jobs over the next three years. 147,500
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additional foreign jobs are being given
away. You can take my words and re-
member them, because two or three
years from now, for those of you who
vote for this rule, for those of you who
vote for this bill, when your constitu-
ents by the tens of thousands tell you
that they have been denied labor be-
cause the companies were waiting for
H-1Bs, that their children have been
denied, with those giant student loans,
the ability to apply for those jobs be-
cause the companies want H-1Bs, go
back and remember what it is we did
today, and remember my words.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
respond to my very good friend from
Pennsylvania.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to outline
the details of the changes that have
been made and say, first of all, in the
area of education, 10,000 scholarships
are going to be provided under this
plan. There were very minor changes
made in the compromise bill itself. Let
me just go through those, if I may.

First of all, the amendment I am
going to be offering, which is the com-
promise, extends the H-1B program
three years, not four years. Companies
will pay a $500 fee, as I said in my open-
ing statement, to fund education,
training and oversight. The fee had
been half that in the original measure.
Violators of H-1B rules will be banned
for three years from the program, any-
one who is violating it.

The compromise tightens up the
small business exemption that is in the
bill. The Department of Labor is au-
thorized to do spot checks on compa-
nies which face any credible charges
that have been leveled, and, along with
the equivalent pay, which I mentioned
again in my opening remarks, H-1B
workers must get equivalent benefits.

So those are the changes made in the
compromise.

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DREIER. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Speaker, we have
not seen the specific language. That is
my problem. I understand those things
are in there. We have not had a chance
to debate them.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, it is in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. I have a copy of it
right here. I am more than happy to
provide it to my friend.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3% minutes to
my friend, the gentleman from Hun-
tington Beach, California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER), who is very well guided in
his strong support of the rule, but
slightly misguided in his opposition to
the compromise.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, 1
rise today in support of the rule, but in
strong opposition to H.R. 3736, a bill
which would raise the annual number
of high-tech jobs given to foreign work-
ers.
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Currently the INS issues 65,000 H-1B
visas per year to highly skilled noncit-
izen technical workers. H.R. 3736, in re-
sponse to high-tech industry’'s claim
that there is a crisis in the shortage of
trained American workers, would in-
crease the H-1B cap to 115,000 jobs in
1999 and 2000, and 107,000 jobs the fol-
lowing year. That is over 200,000 jobs
going to foreign workers.

Big business’ claim that there is a
worker shortage curiously comes at a
time when our Nation’s high-tech com-
panies have laid off over 200,000 Amer-
ican employees, this year. The question
is whether those Americans think
there is a worker shortage crisis. And
that does not even include, I might
add, the tens of thousands of aerospace
workers who have been laid off and are
in need of training before they can get
a job in these high-tech companies.

Mr. Speaker, let us be honest about
H-1B and this issue. This is not about
a shortage of qualified American work-
ers; it is about pacifying a powerful big
business interest who is trying to se-
cure cheap foreign labor.

Mr. Speaker, whom do we represent?
Working people who get laid off after
having given their service to their in-
dustry and to their country are the
people we should be most concerned
about.

Instead of letting the market forces
work and seeing the wages rise and the
amount of money put into job training
increase because there is a supply and
demand issue here, instead of letting
that market force work to the benefit
of our own people, we are being asked
to interfere with this market process
so we can flood the market with people
from overseas who are willing to work
for less money. Whom do we care
about? Whom do we represent if we are

going to do this?

There are hundreds of thousands of
workers from developing countries, in-
deed, that are willing to work for less.
But the fact that they are importing
them will take pressure off people to
train our own people or to increase the
wages of our people so those people will
get their own training. The effect of
this bill is to bring down the market
wage for our high-tech workers.

It is called supply and demand. That
is what we believe in. We Republicans
especially are supposed to believe in
that. It is not just supposed to work for
the benefit of big companies; it is sup-
posed to work for the benefit of all of
our people. It will also reduce the in-
centives for companies to reeducate
and retrain employees or unemployed
Americans. It will provide an incentive
for companies to lay off senior employ-
ees before they qualify for retirement
or if they need health benefits, which
people who get older need. Instead, it
will bring on people who are from de-
veloping countries who are willing to
work for a lot less and are a lot young-
er, and thus will not use the health
care or the retirement benefits.

September 24, 1998

To whom are we loyal? Whom do we
care about? We are supposed to care
about the American people. American
business, if they expect loyalty from
their employees, have got to be loyal
to their employees.

Mr. Speaker, I oppose H.R. 3736, while
supporting the rule, because H-1B was
a rotten idea to begin with, and it is a
rotten compromise.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 6% minutes to the gentleman
from New York (Mr. OWENS).

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I would
very much like to associate myself
with the remarks of the previous
speaker. This is a very important piece
of legislation here, and one of the prob-
lems with the rule is that it cuts off de-
bate and limits amendments that can
be made on a very important job policy
bill.

This is all about jobs. To the Amer-
ican people, I say wake up. These are
the jobs of right now and the jobs of
the future. This is a problem of growth
and prosperity, and we welcome it. We
are discussing the jobs of today and the
jobs that will be mushrooming in num-
bers in the future. Lots and lots of
them will be created. Information tech-
nology workers; they are the workers
of the future.

This is the wrong solution to the
problem of shortages though. There are
shortages. They are very real. But this
solution sets the wrong precedent. If
we go this way, we are going to find
ourselves repeatedly increasing the
quota and repeatedly raising the num-
ber of foreign workers who can come in
from the outside and take jobs that
should be here for American workers.

This bill is a negative job bill for
American workers. Right now there are
65,000 foreign workers who fill up these
kinds of jobs, who are in the country
right now. What this bill proposes to do
is this year increase it by 25,000 or
30,000 so we could have 90,000 this year.
Then it is going to keep increasing, and
by the year 2001 you will have 107,000 if
they follow the formula that they have

here.

But the likelihood is that if you set
the precedent, if you start now, they
are not going to follow this formula.
You are going to have an amendment
to increase it more next year, and still
another amendment. Instead of doing
what has to be done to guarantee that
our own workers are trained properly
and educated properly, that our own
education policies are changed, so that
our schools will begin to generate large
numbers of people who can become in-
formation technology workers we will
continue to raise the foreign worker
quota.

65,000 now, then 90,000, then 107,000,
that is only a small part of the prob-
lem. There are going to be many, many
more jobs than that.

These numbers tell only a small part
of the story. The Information Tech-
nology Association has done a survey
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that shows that right now there are
about 300,000 vacancies, 300,000 right
now, in information technology work-
ers. The Department of Labor esti-
mates that in five years we will have
1.5 million vacancies. These are vacan-
cies that they compute after they take
into consideration the number of
youngsters who are in college majoring
in computer science, math and other
kinds of programs that will allow them
to fill up the jobs. Even after you get
all of the graduates out of the schools
and they take these jobs, you are still
going to have at least 1.6 million va-
cancies in five years, if you do not do
anything about it.

What can we do about it? We must
find ways to fill these jobs which are
more substantial than what we are
doing here. What we are doing here is
opening the spigot so that massive
numbers of foreign workers will keep
coming in.

By the way, they pay foreign workers
less, so this is highly desirable for in-
dustry. The pattern is they generally
pay them less.

We need a program and set of policies
that train American workers, starting
with technology in our own schools. We
need a pool, a supply of people to draw
from, people who come through the
schools and have been exposed to
enough computer training to want to
go on to junior college.

By the way, you can get some jobs
after you come out of high school. You
can get an A-1 certification for Micro-
soft just with a high school diploma
and you can go out and earn $35,000 to
$40,000 a year just coming out of high
school. That is the kind of jobs we are
talking about. But those who go on to
junior college will get higher paying
jobs, those who go to college and get
computer programming degrees will
get even more, can get $100,000 after
they have been working for three or
four years.

We are talking about a lucrative field
that is likely to keep growing, so we
want to have in our schools tech-
nology, as the President called for. We
want to support the E-rate. There is a
direct relationship between the people
who are opposing the E-rate right now.
E-rate, by the way, guarantees schools
will be able to have telecommuni-
cations services at a discount. It allows
some schools that could not afford to
link their computers up with the Inter-
net and have those services, to have
them by giving as much as a 90 percent
discount to the poorest schools.

The E-rate is being opposed now by
some of these same companies. Many of
the same companies that are bringing
in the foreign workers are opposing the
E-rate, which would allow us to have
our schools prepared to educate a larg-
er body of people who can take these
jobs as American citizens. So we need
to support the E-rate. We need to deal
with the problem of school construc-
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tion funding, which does not allow cer-
tain schools to be wired because they
are too old and you need to renovate
them or build new schools.

We need store front computer train-
ing centers, not only to allow young-
sters from poor neighborhoods to be
able to go in at night when the schools
are closed down and get some practice,
but also all these workers that are
being laid off.

I want to say we have proposed, 1 pro-
posed in the higher education legisla-
tion, an amendment which would allow
colleges to combine with communities
and set up store front training centers
which will begin to deal with this prob-
lem. We need many innovative ap-
proaches.

Why is Bangalore, India, consgidered
the computer programming capital of
the world? Why are most of the work-
ers who will be brought in under this
program coming from India? Because
India decided a long time ago, they had
the vision and wisdom, to have first
rate computer training programs in
their schools. Bangalore in particular,
developed first rate computer training
programs. So they have large pools of
people who are feeding the computer
systems of all of the English speaking
world. They speak English, so that is
another advantage.

So we need policies that revamp our
education system in order to produce
the workers who can take these jobs.
We do not need any more patchwork,
easy answers for the big industries.
They get lower paid workers and they
get an unlimited flood of them without
having to contribute to the effort here
in America to educate our own citi-
Zens.

These are the jobs of the future.
Wake up. These are the jobs of the fu-
ture. If we give them away now, we will
never be able to get them back.

[ 1515

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I am very
pleased to yield 3 minutes to my good
friend, the gentleman from Del Mar,
California (Mr. CUNNINGHAM), who has
a great understanding and grasp of this
issue. We are all very, very happy to
see him back, healthy and raring to go.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman from California
for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, the United States of
America is the envy, I think, of the
whole world on our high-tech accom-
plishments and our industries. Take a
look at our biotech industry. Look at
QualComm all over the world. Look at
our health care. Look at our univer-
sities in health care. Look at the
supercomputers that San Diego and
other schools have. We need to keep
that going.

My nephew had a full scholarship to
MIT. His fiance is finishing up her
Ph.D. in biotech at the age of 27. Their
future is set because of the shortages
that we have in the technology field.
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In San Diego we have a program that
takes displaced aerospace workers and
trains them in these high-tech fields.
However, 1 would like to tell the Mem-
bers that workers at a beginning entry
level do not have the same produc-
tivity as someone that has a Ph.D. and
experience in the field that could
produce the jobs, the biotech, the
health care remedies and those kinds of
things that we need.

If we look at the aerospace industry,
we are in a sine wave with jobs. At
times there are high peaks, and right
now we happen to be in low peak, and
we need people to replace them. What
this bill does is takes that valley and
levels it off, and at the end of that val-
ley we allow for the American worker
to have priority over a foreign worker,
and they are out. That is all we are
trying to do.

Here is the challenge. Remember
Jaime Escalante? He said, just because
a child is a minority she is not any
ledss capable than other children. I can
teach that child math. The community
thought he was nuts. The teachers
thought he was nuts. The children
thought he was crazy. Yet, he taught
those kids math. Then the community
rallied behind him.

That is what we need to do with the
American education system. We need
to invest in the public education sys-
tem, through private and local initia-
tives. But at the same time, we cannot
continue to only get about 50 cents on
the dollar out of our Federal programs.
That is why our Dollars to the Class-
rooms Act, getting 90 cents out of the
dollar for classrooms, is very, very im-
portant. We need to invest in those
kinds of things.

This bill is a balance for American
workers and American jobs. When we
take a look, we, the United States of
America, are 15th of the industrialized
nations in math and science. That is a
crime in itself. Look at the D.C.
schools. Children are graduating, and
over 60 percent are functionally illit-
erate.

If we want a long-term solution, it
is—and I agree with my friend, the gen-
tleman from New York—it is edu-
cation, and making sure that we have
those effective kinds of programs. We
do not do that in this country, to a
large degree. Overall, we have a short-
age in the field that we need to fill.
This bill allows us to do that.

Are there problems with it? Yes. But
I think it is a bipartisan agreement in
most areas, and I support the rule and
the bill.

Mr. Speaker, America's high-tech industry is
the envy of the world. It powers our strong
economy. And it is making our lives better.

Advanced technology requires people with
advanced skills to keep these innovations
coming. Our high-tech industry spends far
more per worker on training and education
than other industries do.

But the Commerce Department, the Amer-
ican Electronics Association, my local San
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Diego Chamber of Commerce, and many of
the employers in my district—like Hewlett-
Packard, Qualcomm, UCSD and others—all
agree that there are not enough of these high-
skill workers to go around.

Moreover, our colleagues and universities
are not producing enough science and engi-
neering graduates to meet demand. And of
those graduates, a large percentage are non-
U.S. nationals.

So what can we do?

First, America's schools must do better than
last place among industrialized countries in
math and science. Our “Dollars to the Class-
rooms Act” and other local initiatives will help
meet that challenge. But it will take time.

Second, we should encourage more young
people to pursue the high-tech field. Again,
this will take a long time to bear fruit. But we
can do it.

Third, we should adopt this legislation, H.R.
3736, the Workforce Improvement Act.

The Workforce Improvement Act temporarily
increases the number of high-skill worker
visas. It will help American employers address
the current high-tech worker shortage, so they
can strengthen America's economy, help cre-
ate American jobs in America, and maintain
our global leadership in technology and inno-
vation.

The bill contains a reasonable balance of
checks and balances—helping to keep the H-
one-B visa program from being abused, while
resisting the temptation to have the U.S. De-
partment of Labor involved in every private hir-
ing decision.

And the fees from this program will help pay
for advanced American worker ftraining and
education.

This bill is not perfect. | would have pre-
ferred that the increase in H-one-B high skill
worker visas was offset with a reduction in
other visa categories. But the measure is a
product of compromise. And on balance, it is
in the national interest.

For American workers, American jobs, and
a strong American future * * * support this im-
portant legislation, and oppose the Watt sub-
stitute and the motion to recommit.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 4% minutes to the gentleman
from California (Mr. BROWN).

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentlewoman for yield-
ing me this time.

Mr. Speaker, 1 take some pleasure in
the fact that I seem to share the same
views as my distinguished colleague,
the gentleman from California (Mr.
ROHRABACHER) on this issue. I want to
explain some of the reasons for that.

I want to address the primary argu-
ment put forth by supporters of this
bill that a shortage exists of the work-
ers needed to maintain American lead-
ership in the information technology
industries. As usual, anecdotes far out-
weigh hard evidence in the debate. I
thought it might be useful to examine
more closely the data that is available.

Determining a labor shortage is a
fiendishly difficult exercise, even for
labor economists. Defining the types of
workers involved, where they get their
education, the tasks employers want
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them to do, and the overall economic
climate are just some of the items that
go into the analysis. None of these fac-
tors remain static, and it is difficult to
track them on a real-time basis. It is
no wonder that John Bishop, the Chair
of the Department of Haoman Resource
Studies at Cornell, has warned us to be
careful in adopting policies to address
perceived shortages. This is not a pol-
icy that can be easily reversed.

We on the Committee on Science
have specific experience about the
damage we can do manipulating the
labor market. At the beginning of this
decade we were concerned about a
shortfall of scientists and engineers.
We gave new money to the National
Science Foundation to get more people
into the pipeline. By the time they fin-
ished their education and went out to
the job market, there were not any
jobs for them.

Those of us who have been here for a
while may recall the billboard that
read, and I quote, **Will the last person
leaving Seattle please turn out the
lights,”” during the aerospace slump of
the seventies. This is typical in the
aerospace industry. Now the National
Research Council is recommending
that we sharply limit new entrants
into the life sciences training pro-
grams, because there are so few places
for graduates to go.

It has become almost sacred writ
that there are 346,000 vacancies for in-
formation technology workers. I be-
lieve that we should treat this asser-
tion with great skepticism. This num-
ber was derived from telephone surveys
of companies in the field, but the re-
sponse rate was just 36 percent of those
chosen for sampling.

The gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
DINGELL) and I asked the General Ac-
counting Office for their views on the
methodology that led to this result.
GAO reported to us that they consid-
ered the response level too low to per-
mit the results to reflect conditions
across the country. GAO further noted
that there was not enough information
about the vacancies discussed in the
study to answer some very important
questions: How many of these vacan-
cies are caused by normal turnover,
and how long does it take a company
to fill a job slot when it becomes
empty?

IBM once looked at this particular
issue a few years ago and discovered
that at any one time it was normal to
have some 5 percent of their jobs va-
cant. The surveys gave us no informa-
tion on the salary levels of the vacan-
cies, so we cannot know if the compa-
nies were offering competitive salaries
or merely wishful thinking. The study
itself warned that no one should infer
that 346,000 jobs would be immediately
ready to absorb 346,000 qualified can-
didates.

At this point, I would like to raise
the supply side of the equation, be-
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cause it is not getting much consider-
ation in the debate. The Computing Re-
search Association tells us that enroll-
ments in computer sciences have grown
40 percent in each of the last 2 years.
The Statistical Factbook for the Uni-
versity of California at San Bernadino
in my district shows that declared ma-
jors in the Information and Decision
Management Department have jumped
from 22 in 1992 to 219 in 1997. Enroll-
ment leaped from 28 to 143 just between
1993 and 1994. Dr. Walt Stewart, the de-
partment chair, told my staff that
these numbers are low because they do
not capture the students from other de-
partments.

The American Association of Com-
munity Colleges reports strong in-
creases in enrollments in programs for
computer technology, software, and
computer-assisted design. Our children
are getting the message that there is
an opportunity here. For us to make
policy about demand while ignoring
supply is guaranteed to get us into
trouble.

My last point involves the current economic
situation. Reports in the latest issues of The
Economist and Business Week indicate that
the high-tech sector is feeling strong pressure
from the breakdown of Asian economies.
There is severe overcapacity in the semicon-
ductor business; Motorola has just decided to
postpone building its new chip manufacturing
plant in Virginia. Falling prices for PCs, while
a boon for consumers, limit the profits their
makers can eamn. TIME reported this week
that China is contemplating a 30-percent de-
valuation of its currency early next year, a se-
vere blow to recovery efforts in Japan, Korea,
Indonesia, and Malaysia. Prosperity may be
just around the corner. Prudence recommends
that we do no harm in this volatile situation.

| intend to vote for the Watt-Berman-Klink
substitute. | do so because it increases visa
limits only through fiscal year 2000, thereby
reducing the outyear effects on the labor mar-
ket. | also believe that all companies who ben-
gfit from this public policy should be required
to demonstrate that their resort to H-1Bs is
driven by genuine need and not convenience.
The substitute derives directly from Chairman
LaMAR SmiTH's bill that earned a bipartisan
majority from the members of the Judiciary
Committee. Support Watt-Berman-Klink.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I am
happy to yield 3 minutes to my friend,
the gentleman from Roanoke, Virginia
(Mr. GOODLATTE), who is strongly sup-
portive of the bipartisan compromise
that has been worked out by the House,
the Senate, and the administration.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me, and he is quite right.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this
rule and the compromise legislation of-
fered by my good friend, the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. SMITH), chairman of
the Subcommittee on Immigration and
Claims. This legislation is the product
of extensive work and deliberation be-
tween the Committee on the Judiciary,
the gentleman from Texas (Chairman
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SmITH), and the high-tech industry. I
believe it represents an effective com-
promise that addresses the needs of the
high-tech industry and also provides
important and necessary protections
for American workers.

Mr. Speaker, this country has a vest-
ed interest in ensuring that our poli-
cies encourage the continued growth of
the booming high technology industry.
The high-tech industry has contributed
over 3 million jobs to the United States
economy over the last 3 years. It has
also accounted for over 27 percent of
the growth in the gross national prod-
uct.

The industry’s ability to hire the
best and brightest is essential if we are
to remain the global leader in this
emerging field. Unfortunately, there is
currently an insufficient number of
American workers available to fill
many high technology positions. Ac-
cording to some reports, as many as
300,000 high technology jobs are un-
filled due to a lack of qualified Amer-
ican workers in a tight labor market.

The current quota of 65,000 H-1B
visas was reached months ago, leaving
many companies without the resources
they need to effectively operate and ex-
pand. If we do not responsively address
this problem, we risk placing a strain
on the expansion of the industry that
could end up costing the American peo-
ple countless jobs.

I have consistently worked to ensure
our immigration policy is firm, fair,
and effective. Immigration laws should
not be used as a tool to provide sources
of cheap labor, nor should they be used
to deprive qualified American workers
the opportunity to succeed in the mar-
ketplace. However, we are currently
confronted with a skilled labor short-
age.

Our response to this shortage should
be targeted yet effective. We should
not alter our fundamental commitment
to maintain responsible and productive
levels of immigration, but we should be
willing to permit the necessary number
of workers to enter temporarily to re-
spond to the lack of gualified workers.

Mr. Speaker, every effort should be
made to ensure that qualified Amer-
ican workers are not being laid off or
passed over to hire foreign workers.
This bill provides necessary protection
for American workers. It also takes im-
portant steps to support the training of
American workers, so we will remain
effective and competitive in the future.

Furthermore, this is only a tem-
porary measure. It will only increase
the numbers until 2002, at which point
the numbers will return to current lev-
els. This is a temporary fix to address
a problem that needs immediate atten-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, this is a responsible,
reasonable, and necessary piece of leg-
islation that is essential to the contin-
ued success of our booming high-tech
industry and the millions of American
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jobs that it creates. I urge my col-
leagues to support this compromise
and oppose the substitute offered by
the gentleman from North Carolina.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. MORAN).

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentlewoman from New
York for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, what I would like to
focus on is the unparalleled economic
growth that we are currently experi-
encing and why. The principal reason
we are doing as well as we are economi-
cally is attributable to the high tech-
nology sector. U.S. firms dominate the
world market in both high-tech prod-
ucts and high-tech services. Over 3.3
million Americans are directly em-
ployed in high technology jobs.

But the work force shortage faced by
the technology sector threatens our
world dominance in the technology sec-
tor and our continued economic pros-
perity. Over the next 10 years the glob-
al economy is projected to grow at
three times the rate of the U.S. econ-
omy. Basic high technology infrastruc-
ture needs in just 8 of the fastest grow-
ing countries are going to reach $1.6
trillion.

If the U.S. does not seize the oppor-
tunity to supply goods and services to
these emerging markets, other coun-
tries will. But U.S. firms simply cannot
compete if they do not have access to a
highly-trained work force. There is no
doubt that the quantity and even the
quality of our current work force is
failing to keep pace with the needs of
the technology industry.

Some 10 percent of high technology
jobs are now vacant. This is nearly
200,000 vacant jobs across the country.
U.S. firms who cannot find enough do-
mestic workers are sending more and
more contracts overseas. In Northern
Virginia, we have a wvacancy rate of
19,000. Just pick up the Washington
Post any Sunday and Members will see
where those vacancies are.

We are in desperate need of more
workers, and as a result, because we do
not have the workers, we are sending
jobs overseas, even to fulfill govern-
ment contracts. We are going over to
India, Ireland, and any number of other
countries that are willing to meet our
needs.

But does it not make more sense to
pay an American worker here $60,000 a
year than to send a job overseas, pay
them maybe $16,000, but that money is
spent in their economy? We are so
much better off if these jobs and these
salaries are spent in our U.S. economy.
That is what we are trying to achieve.

Mr. Speaker, this bill is a substantial
improvement. It increases the cap. It is
going to enable us to better meet the
needs, but it is not adequate. We still
need to do more work.

[ 1530

I must say, in terms of the training
provision, that we cannot continue job
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training programs in the way that we
have done them in the past. They need
to be much more tied to industry. They
need, in fact, to be industry driven.

Let the companies in the technology
sector, particularly, get together, co-
operate, contribute maybe a third of
the money. Let the Federal Govern-
ment contribute a third of the money.
Let universities contribute. And with
that consortia, let us make sure that
the training that we do is going to be
immediately met by job placement. We
cannot afford to train just for the sake
of training. We need to be putting peo-
ple in the jobs that are available today.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Glen-
dale, California (Mr. ROGAN), my very
good friend who is a hard-working
member of both the Committee on
Commerce and the Committee on the
Judiciary.

Mr. ROGAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from California (Mr.
DREIER), my friend and neighbor, for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, first, I want to com-
mend the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
SmiTH) for his leadership on this issue.
Over the past several months, he
worked to achieve a compromise meas-
ure that will help both American busi-
nesses, universities and our workforce.

I also want to recognize the distin-
guished Senator from Michigan, Mr.
ABRAHAM, for leading the negotiations
with the administration on behalf of
the Senate and the House leadership.

H-1B visas have played a crucial role
in America's vibrant economy. During
the past 3 years, the high-tech industry
has contributed over 3.5 million jobs to
the U.S. economy and has accounted
for a 27 percent increase in our gross
national product.

Human and intellectual capital fuel
this industry, and a small but critical
element of the high-tech workforce
consists of foreign-born workers hold-
ing H-1B visas. H.R. 3736 will tempo-
rarily raise the annual cap on H-1B
visas in order to lessen the shortage of
high-tech workers.

As cochairman of the Speaker’s High
Technology Working Group, I recognize
America's strong interest in ensuring
that our policies encourage the contin-
ued growth of technology while pro-
moting the strength of the national
economy as a whole.

This is an issue of international com-
petitiveness. Our ability to hire the
best and the brightest is essential if
America is to remain the global leader
in technology. This compromise strikes
an important balance between address-
ing the workforce needs of this indus-
try and protecting the security of
American workers.

This legislation creates a workable
system where employers can tempo-
rarily obtain immigrant workers to fill
high-tech jobs when there is a lack of
qualified domestic workers. Further,
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this protects American workers from
abuses such as being laid off or being
replaced by a foreign worker, and it
achieves this without creating a huge
enforcement bureaucracy at the De-
partment of Labor. This legislation
also recognizes this as a short-term so-
lution to the high technology worker
shortage. The increased number of H-
1B visas will sunset in 2002.

This bill provides further protections
for American workers by targeting em-
ployers who are more likely to abuse
the program. Additionally, this legisla-
tion supports long-term solutions to
worker shortages by providing more
job training programs and college
scholarships for Americans in areas
such as math, engineering and com-
puter science.

Mr. Speaker, 1 urge my colleagues to
support the rule that will bring forth
legislation to support America's high-
tech industry while securing and offer-
ing better jobs for Americans.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
have no further requests for time. May
I ask if my colleague has further re-
quests?

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Ms. SLAUGHTER. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to congratulate the gentlewoman
and say that we have just completed
with our last speaker, just as she has.
So, obviously, this could not have been
planned any better than it has.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, 1
vield back the balance of my time.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as 1 may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would close by simply
saying that I believe that this is an ex-
traordinarily good compromise for a
very, very important issue to address a
telling need to ensure that we do not
see companies that have been thriving
forced to leave the United States of
America for their survival, so that we
can remain on the competitive edge. 1
urge support of it.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DREIER

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. DREIER:

At the end of the resolution add the fol-
lowing new section:

“'SEC. 2. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of this resolution, the amendment in
the nature of a substitute printed in the Con-
gressional Record and numbered 3 pursuant
to clause 6 of rule XXIII shall be considered
as adopted in lieun of the amendment in the
nature of a substitute printed in the CoNn-
GRESSIONAL RECORD and numbered 1.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, 1 will
briefly take a moment to explain this
amendment.

Mr. Speaker, this amendment simply
provides that, upon the adoption of the
resolution, the text of the administra-
tion-endorsed compromise that we
have come to with the House and the
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Senate and the administration shall be
considered as adopted.

I urge support of the resolution as
well as the amendment.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time, and I move the previous
question on the amendment and on the
resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). The question is on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from California (Mr. DREIER).

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the resolution, as
amended.
The resolution, as amended, was
agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
pursuant to House Resolution 513, I
call up the bill (H.R. 3736) to amend the
Immigration and Nationality Act to
make changes relating to H-1B non-
immigrants, and ask for its immediate
consideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 513, the bill is
considered as having been read for
amendment.

The text of H.R. 3736 is as follows:

H.R. 3736

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1, SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “"Workforce
Improvement and Protection Act of 1998,
SEC. 2. TEMPORARY INCREASE IN SKILLED FOR-

EIGN WORKERS,

Section 214(g) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1184(g)) is amended—

(1) by amending paragraph (1)(A) to read as
follows:

‘“(A) under section 101l(a)(15)H)i)Xb), sub-
ject to paragraph (5), may not exceed—

‘(1) 95,000 in fiscal year 1998;

*(11) 105,000 in fiscal year 1999; and

*(111) 115,000 in fiscal year 2000; or’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

‘(6) In each of fiscal years 1999 and 2000, the
total number of allens described in section
212(a)(5)(C) who may be issued visas or other-
wise provided nonimmigrant status under
section 101(a)15)(H}{i¥b) may not exceed
7,500.".

SEC. 3. PROTECTION AGAINST DISPLACEMENT
OF UNITED STATES WORKERS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 212(n)(1) of the
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C.
1182(n)(1)) 1s amended by inserting after sub-
paragraph (D) the following:

“{E)(1) The employer has not laid off or oth-
erwise displaced and will not lay off or other-
wise displace, within the period beginning 6
months before and ending 90 days following
the date of filing of the application or during
the 90 days immediately preceding and fol-
lowing the date of filing of any visa petition
supported by the application, any United
States worker (as defined in paragraph (3))
(including a worker whose services are ob-
tained by contract, employee leasing, tem-
porary help agreement, or other similar
means) who has substantially equivalent
gualifications and experience in the spe-
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clalty occupation, and in the area of employ-
ment, for which H-1B nonimmigrants are
sought or in which they are employed.

‘(1) Except as provided in clause (iil), in
the case of an employer that employs an H-
1B nonimmigrant, the employer shall not
place the nonimmigrant with another em-
ployer where—

*(i) the nonimmigrant performs his or her
duties in whole or in part at one or more
worksites owned, operated, or controlled by
such other employer; and

‘(IT) there are indicia of an employment re-
lationship between the nonimmigrant and
such other employer.

‘(111) Clause (ii) shall not apply to an em-
ployer’s placement of an H-1B nonimmigrant
with another employer if the other employer
has executed an attestation that it satisfies
and will satisfy the conditions described in
clause (1) during the period described in such
clause.’.

(b) DEFINITIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 212(n) of the Im-
migration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C.
1182(n)) is amended by adding at the end the
following:

Y(3) For purposes of this subsection:

‘(A) The Term ‘H-1B nonimmigrant’ means
an alien admitted or provided status as a
nonimmigrant described in section
101(a)(15)(H) 1) b).

‘(B) The term ‘lay off or otherwise dis-
place’, with respect to an employee—

‘(1) means to cause the employee’'s loss of
employment, other than through a discharge
for cause, a voluntary departure, or a vol-
untary retirement; and

‘(ii) does not include any situation in
which employment is relocated to a different
geographic area and the employee Is offered
a chance to move to the new location, with
wages and benefits that are not less than
those at the old location, but elects not to
move to the new location.

‘(C) The term ‘United States worker'
means—

‘(1) a ecitizen or national of the United
States;

Y(i1) an alien lawfully admitted for perma-
nent residence; or

‘(iii) an alien authorized to be employed by
this Act or by the Attorney General.'.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section
212(n)(1) of the Immigration and Nationality
Act (8 U.8.C. 1182(n)(1)) Is amended by strik-
ing ‘a nonimmigrant described in section
101¢a)(16)(H)(i)(b)' each place such term ap-
pears and inserting ‘an H-1B nonimmigrant’.
SEC. 4. RECRUITMENT OF UNITED STATES WORK-

ERS PRIOR TO SEEKING NON-
IMMIGRANT WORKERS.

Section 212(n)(1) of the. Immigration and
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1182(nX1)), as
amended by section 3, is further amended by
inserting after subparagraph (E) the fol-
lowing:

‘(F)(1) The employer, prior to filing the ap-
plication, has taken, in good faith, timely
and significant steps to recruit and retain
sufficient United States workers in the spe-
clalty occupation for which H-1B non-
immigrants are sought. Such steps shall
have included recruitment in the United
States, using procedures that meet Industry-
wide standards and offering compensation
that is at least as great as that required to
be offered to H-1B nonimmigrants under sub-
paragraph (A), and offering employment to
any qualified United States worker who ap-
plies.

‘(i1) The conditions described In clause (i)
shall not apply to an employer with respect
to the employment of an H-1B nonimmigrant
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who is described in subparagraph (A), (B), or

(C) of section 203(b)(1).".

SEC. 5. LIMITATION ON AUTHORITY TO INITIATE
COMPLAINTS AND CONDUCT INVES-
TIGATIONS FOR NON-H-1B-DEPEND-
ENT EMPLOYERS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 212(n)(2)(A) of the
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C.
1182(n)(2)(A)) is amended—

(1) in the second sentence, by striking the
period at the end and inserting the following:
‘, except that the Secretary may only file
such a complaint respecting an H-1B-depend-
ent employer (as defined in paragraph (3)),
and only if there appears to be a violation of
an attestation or a misrepresentation of a
material fact in an application.’; and

(2) by inserting after the second sentence
the following: ‘Except as provided in sub-
paragraph (F) (relating to spot Investiga-
tions during probationary period), no inves-
tigation or hearing shall be conducted with
respect to an employer except in response to
a complaint filed under the previous sen-
tence.’.

(b) DEFINITIONS.—Section 212(n)3) of the
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C.
1182(n)(2)), as added by section 3, is amend-
ed—

(1) by redesignating subparagraphs (A), (B),
and (C) as subparagraphs (B), (C), and (E), re-
spectively;

(2) by inserting after ‘purposes of this sub-
section:’ the following:

‘{A) The term ‘H-1B-dependent employer’
means an employer that—

‘(iXI) has fewer than 21 full-time equiva-
lent employees who are employed in the
United States, and (IT) employs 4 or more H-
1B nonimmigrants; or

“(H1)(I) has at least 21 but not more than 150
full-time equivalent employees who are em-
ployed in the United States; and (II) employs
H-1B nonimmigrants in a number that is
equal to at least 20 percent of the number of
such full-time equivalent employees; or

‘(111)(I) has at least 151 full-time equivalent
employees who are employed in the United
States; and (II) employs H-1B non-
immigrants in a number that is equal to at
least 156 percent of the number of such full-
time equivalent employees.

In applying this subparagraph, any group
treated as a single employer under sub-
section (b), (c¢), (m), or (0) of section 414 of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 shall be
treated as a single employer. Aliens em-
ployed under a petition for H-1B non-
immigrants shall be treated as employees,
and counted as nonimmigrants under section
101(a)(16)H)(i)}(b) under this subparagraph.’;
and

(3) by inserting after subparagraph (C) (as
so redesignated) the following:

SEC. 6. INCREASED ENFORCEMENT AND PEN.
ALTIES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 212(n)2)(C) of the
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C.
1182(n)(2)(C)) is amended to read as follows:

‘(C)1) If the Secretary finds, after notice
and opportunity for a hearing, a failure to
meet a condition of paragraph (1(B) or
(1}E), a substantial failure to meet a condi-
tion of paragraph (1)(C), (1xD), or (1)}(F), or a
misrepresentation of material fact in an ap-
plication—

‘(I) the Secretary shall notify the Attorney
General of such finding and may, in addition,
impose such other administrative remedies
(including civil monetary penalties in an
amount not to exceed ($1,000 per violation) as
the Secretary determines to be appropriate;
and

“(II) the Attorney General shall not ap-
prove petitions filed with respect to that em-
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ployer under section 204 or 214(c) during a pe-
riod of at least 1 year for aliens to be em-
ployed by the employer.

‘(i1) If the Secretary finds, after notice and
opportunity for a hearing, a willful failure to
meet a condition of paragraph (1) or a willful
misrepresentation of material fact in an ap-
plication—

(I) the Secretary shall notify the Attorney
General of such finding and may, in addition,
impose such other adminlstrative remedies
(including civil monetary penalties in an
amount not to exceed $5,000 per violation) as
the Secretary determines to be appropriate;

and

‘(II) the Attorney General shall not ap-
prove petitions filed with respect to that em-
ployer under section 204 or 214(c) during a pe-
riod of at least 1 year for aliens to be em-
ployed by the employer.

‘(1i1) If the Secretary finds, after notice
and opportunity for a hearing, a willful fafl-
ure to meet a condition of paragraph (1) or a
willful misrepresentation of material fact in
an application, in the course of which failure
or misrepresentation the employer also has
failed to meet a condition of paragraph
(INE)}—

‘(I) the Secretary shall notify the Attorney
General of such finding and may, in addition,
impose such other administrative remedies
(including civil monetary penalties in an
amount not to exceed $25,000 per violation)
as the Secretary determines to be appro-
priate; and

‘(IT) the Attorney General shall not ap-
prove petitions filed with respect to that em-
ployer under section 204 or 214(¢) during a pe-
riod of at least 2 years for aliens to be em-
ployed by the employer.

(b) PLACEMENT OF H-1B NONIMMIGRANT
WrtH OTHER EMPLOYER.—Section 212(n)(2) of
the Immigration and Nationality Act (8
U.S.C. 1182(n)(2)) is amended by adding at the
end the following:

‘(E) Under regulations of the Secretary,
the previous provisions of this paragraph
shall apply to a failure of an other employer
to comply with an attestation described in
paragraph (1)(E)(iii) in the same manner as
they apply to a failure to comply with a con-
dition described in paragraph (1)(E)(1).".

(¢) SPOT INVESTIGATIONS DURING PROBA-
TIONARY PERIOD.—Section 212(n)(2) of the Im-
migration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C.
1182(n)(2)), as amended by subsection (b), is
further amended by adding at the end the
following:

‘(F) The Secretary may, on a case-by-case
basis, subject an employer to random inves-
tigations for a period of up to 5 years, begin-
ning on the date that the employer is found
by the Secretary to have committed a willful
fallure to meet a condition of paragraph (1)
or to have made a misrepresentation of ma-
terial fact in an application. The preceding
sentence shall apply to an employer regard-
less of whether the employer is an H-1B-de-
pendent employer or a non-H-1B-dependent
employer. The authority of the Secretary
under this subparagraph shall not be con-
strued to be subject to, or limited by, the re-
quirements of subparagraph (A).".

SEC. 7. EFFECTIVE DATE.

The amendments made by this Act shall
take effect on the date of the enactment of
this Act and shall apply to applications filed
with the Secretary of Labor on or after 30
days after the date of the enactment of this
Act, except that the amendments made by
section 2 shall apply to applications filed
with such Secretary before, on, or after the
date of the enactment of this Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In lieu
of the amendment printed in the bill,
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the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute printed in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD numbered 3 is adopted.

The text of H.R. 3736, as amended by
amendment No. 3 printed in the Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD is as follows:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS;

AMENDMENTS TO IMMIGRATION
AND NATIONALITY ACT.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘Temporary Access to Skilled Workers
and H-1B Non-immigrant Program Improve-
ment Act of 1998".

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents, amend-
ments to Immigration and Na-
tionality Act.

TrTLE I—PROVISIONS RELATING TO H-1B
NONIMMIGRANTS

Sec. 101. Temporary increase in access to
temporary skilled personnel
under H-1B program.

. 102. Protection against displacement of
United States workers in case
of H-1B dependent employers.

. 103. Changes in enforcement and pen-
alties.

. 104. Collection and use of H-1B non-
immigrant fees for scholarships
for low-income math, engineer-
ing, and computer sclence stu-
dents and job training of United
States workers.

105. Computation of prevailing wage
level.

106. Improving count of H-1B and H-2B
nonimmigrants.

107. Report on older workers in the in-
formation technology field.

108. Report on high technology labor
market needs, reports on eco-
nomic impact of incresae in H-
1B nonimmigrants.

TrrLE II—SPECIAL IMMIGRANT STATUS FOR
CERTAIN NATO CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES

Sec. 201. Special immigrant status for cer-
tain NATO civilian employees.

" TITLE III—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISION

Sec. 301. Academic honoraria.

(¢) AMENDMENTS TO IMMIGRATION AND NA-
TIONALITY ACT.—Except as otherwise specifi-
cally provided in this Act, whenever in this
Act an amendment is expressed in terms of
an amendment to a section or other provi-
sion, the reference shall be considered to be
made to that section or other provision of
the Immigration and Nationality Act (8
U.S.C. 1101 et seq.).

TITLE I—PROVISIONS RELATING TO H-1B
NONIMMIGRANTS

SEC. 101. TEMPORARY INCREASE IN ACCESS TO
TEMPORARY SKILLED PERSONNEL
UNDER H-1B PROGRAM.

(a) TEMPORARY INCREASE IN SKILLED NON-
IMMIGRANT WORKERS.—Paragraph (1)(A) of
section 214(g) (8 U.8.C. 1184(g)) is amended to
read as follows:

*(A) under section 101(a)(15)(H)(i)(b), may
not exceed—

*“(1) 65,000 in each fiscal year before fiscal
year 1999;

*(11) 115,000 in fiscal year 1999;

*(111) 115,000 in fiscal year 2000;

““{1v) 107,500 in fiscal year 2001; and

‘(v) 65,000 in each succeeding fiscal year;
otk

(b) EFFECTIVE DATES.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) applies beginning
with fiscal year 1998.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
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SEC. 102. PROTECTION AGAINST DISPLACEMENT
OF UNITED STATES WORKERS IN
CASE OF H-1B-DEPENDENT EMPLOY-
EES

(a) PROTECTION AGAINST LAYOFF AND RE-
QUIREMENT FOR PRIOR RECRUITMENT OF
UNITED STATES WORKERS.—

(1) ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS ON APPLICA-
TION.—Section 212(n)(1) (8 U.S.C. 1182(n)(1)) is
amended by inserting after subparagraph (D)
the following:

*(EXi) In the case of an application de-
seribed In clause (il), the employer did not
displace and will not displace a United
States worker (as defined in paragraph (4))
employed by the employer within the period
beginning 90 days before and ending 90 days
after the date of filing of any visa petition
supported by the application.

“(11) An application described in this
clause is an application filed on or after the
date final regulations are first promulgated
to carry out this subparagraph, and before
October 1, 2001, by an H-1B-dependent em-
ployer (as defined in paragraph (3)) or by an
employer that has been found under para-
graph (2)X(C) or (5) to have committed a will-
ful failure or misrepresentation on or after
the date of the enactment of this subpara-
graph. An application is not described in this
clause of the only H-1B non-immigrants
sought in the application are exempt H-1B
nonimmigrants.

“(F) In the case of an application described
in subparagraph (E)(ii), the employer will
not place the nonimmigrant with another
employer (regardless of whether or not such
other employer is an H-1B-dependent em-
ployer) where—

“(1) the nonimmigrant performs duties in
whole or in part at one or more worksites
owned, operated, or controlled by such other
employer; and

“(11) there are indicia of an employment
relationship between the nonimmigrant and
such other employer;
unless the employer has Inquired of the
other employer as to whether, and has no
knowledge that, within the period beginning
90 days before and ending 90 days after the
date of the placement of the nonimmigrant
with the other employer, the other employer
has displaced or intends to displace a United
States worker employed by the other em-
ployer.

*(GX1) In the case of an application de-
seribed in subparagraph (E)(ii), subject to
clause (ii), the employer, prior to filing the
application—

“(I) has taken good faith steps to recruit,
in the United States using procedures that
meet industry-wide standards and offering
compensation that is at least as great as
that required to be offered to H-1B non-
immigrants under subparagraph (A), United
States workers for the job for which the non-
immigrant or nonimmigrants is or are
sought; and

“(II) has offered the job to any United
States worker who applies and is equally or
better qualified for the job for which the
nonimmigrant or nonimmigrants is or are
sought.

*{il) The conditions described in clause (i)
shall not apply to an application filed with
respect to the employment of an H-1B non-
immigrant who is described In subparagraph
(A), (B), or (C) of section 203(b)(1).".

(2) NOTICE ON APPLICATION OF POTENTIAL LI-
ABILITY OF PLACING EMPLOYERS.—Section
212(n)(1) (8 U.S.C. 1182(n)(1)) is amended by
adding at the end the following: “‘The appli-
cation form shall include a clear statement
explaining the liability under subparagraph
(F) of a placing employer if the other em-
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ployer described in such subparagraph dis-
places a United States worker as described in
such subparagraph.”.

(3) CONSTRUCTION.—Section 212(n)}1) (8
U.S.C. 1182(n)(1) is further amended by add-
ing at the end the following: *‘Nothing In
subparagraph (G) shall be construed to pro-
hibit an employer from using legitimate se-
lection criteria relevant to the job that are
normal or customary to the type of job in-
volved, so long as such criteria are not ap-
plied in a discriminatory manner.".

(b) H-1B-DEPENDENT EMPLOYER AND OTHER
DEFINITIONS, —

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 212(n) (8 U.S.C.
1182(n)) is amended by adding at the end the
following:

*(8)(A) For purposes of this subsection, the
term ‘H-1B-dependent employer’ means an
employer that—

“(IXID) has 25 or fewer full-time equivalent
employees who are employed in the United
States; and (II) employs more than 7 H-1B
nonimmigrants;

“(iiX(I) has at least 26 but not more than 50
full-time equivalent employees who are em-
ployed in the United States; and (II) employs
more than 12 H-1B nonimmigrants; or

“(11iXI) has at least 51 full-time equivalent
employees who are employed in the United
States; and (II) employs H-1B non-
immigrants in a number that is equal to at
least 156 percent of the number of such full-
time equivalent employees,

*(B) For purposes of this subsection—

“(1) the term ‘exempt H-1B nonimmigrant’
means an H-1B nonimmigrant who—

*(I) receives wages (Including cash bonuses
and similar compensation) at an annual rate
equal to at least $60,000; or

*(II) has attained a master’s or higher de-
gree (or its equivalent) in a specialty related
to the intended employment; and

*(ii) the term ‘Nonexempt H-1B non-
immigrant’ means an H-1B nonimmigrant
who is not an exempt H-1B nonimmigrant.

*(C) For purposes of subparagraph (A)—

“(1) in computing the number of full-time
equivalent employees and the number of H-
1B nonimmigrants, exempt H-1B non-
immigrants shall not be taken into account
during the longer of—

*(I) the 6-month period beginning on the
date of the enactment of the Temporary Ac-
cess to Skilled Workers and H-1B Non-
immigrant Program Improvement Act of
1998; or

“(II) the period beginning on the date of
the enactment of the Temporary Access to
Skilled Workers and H-1B Nonimmigrant
Program Improvement Act of 1998 and end-
ing on the date final regulations are issued
to carry out this paragraph; and

*(ii) any group treated as a single em-
ployer under subsection (b), (¢), (m), or (o) of
section 414 of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 shall be treated as a single employer.

*(4) For purposes of this subsection:

“(A) The term ‘area of employment’ means
the area within normal commuting distance
of the worksite or physical location where
the work of the H-1B nonimmigrant is or
will be performed. If such worksite or loca-
tion is within a Metropolitan Statistical
Area, any place within such area is deemed
to be within the area of employment.

*“(B) In the case of an application with re-
spect to one or more H-1B nonimmigrants by
an employer, the employer is considered to
‘displace’ a United States worker from a job
if the employer lays off the worker from a
job that is essentially the equivalent of the
job for which the nonimmigrant or non-
immigrants is or are sought. A job shall not
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be considered to be essentially equivalent of
another job unless it involves essentially the
same responsibilities, was held by a United
States worker with substantially equivalent
qualifications and experience, and is located
in the same area of employment as the other
job. :

*(C) The term ‘H-1B nonimmigrant’ means
an alien admitted or provided status as a
nonimmigrant described in section
101(a)(16)(H)(i)(b).

‘(D) The term ‘lays off’, with respect to a
worker—

*(1) means to cause the worker's loss of
employment, other than through a discharge
for inadequate performance, violation of
workplace rules, cause, voluntary departure,
voluntary retirement, or the expiration of a
grant or contract (other than a temporary
employment contract entered into In order
to evade a condition described in subpara-
graph (E) or (F) of paragraph (1)); but

“*(ii) does not include any situation in
which the worker is offered, as an alter-
native to such loss of employment, a similar
employment opportunity with the same em-
ployer (or, in the case of a placement of a
worker with another employer under para-
graph (1)(F), with either employer described
in such paragraph) at equivalent or higher
compensation and benefits than the position
from which the employee was discharged, re-
gardless of whether or not the employee ac-
cepts the offer.

‘“(E) The term ‘United States worker’
means an employee who—

“(1) 1s a citizen or national of the United
States; or

*(ii) is an alien who is lawfully admitted
for permanent residence, is admitted as a
refugee under section 207, is granted asylum
under section 208, or is an immigrant other-
wise anthorized, by this Act or by the Attor-
ney General, to be employed.”.

“(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section
212(n)(1) (8 U.S.C. 1182(n)1)) is amended by
striking ‘‘a nonimmigrant described in sec-
tion 101(a)15)H)i)}b)" each place it appears
and inserting ‘‘an H-1B nonimmigrant”.

(¢c) IMPROVED POSTING OF NOTICE OF APPLI-
CATION.—Section 212(n)1NC)il) (8 U.S.C.
1182(n)(1XC)ii)) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

*(ii) if there is no such bargaining rep-
resentative, has provided notice of filing in
the occupational classification through such
methods as physical posting in conspicuous
locations at the place of employment or elec-
tronic notification to employees in the occu-
pational classification for which H-1B non-
immigrants are sought.”.

(d) REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO BENEFITS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 212(n}1MA) (8
U.S.C. 1182(n){1)} A)) is amended—

(A) in clause (1), by striking “and™” at the
end;

(B) in clause (ii), by striking the period at
the end and inserting “, and’’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:

*(iil) is offering and will offer to H-1B non-
immigrants, during the period of authorized
employment, benefits and eligibility for ben-
efits (including the opportunity to partici-
pate in health, life, disability, and other in-
surance plans; the opportunity to participate
in retirement and savings plans; cash bo-
nuses and noncash compensation, such as
stock options (whether or not based on per-
formance)) on the same basls, and in accord-
ance with the same criteria, as the employer
offers benefits and eligibility for benefits to
United States workers,”.

(2) ORDERS TO PROVIDE BENEFITS.—Section
212(n)(2)%D) (8 U.8.C. 1182(n)(2)XD)) is amend-
ed—
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(A) by inserting “‘or has not provided bene-
fits or eligibility for benefits as required
under such paragraph,” after ‘required
under paragraph (1),"; and

(B) by inserting “or to provide such bene-
fits or eligibility for benefits” after
“amounts of back pay’'.

(e) EFFECTIVE DATES.—The amendments
made by subsections (a) and (¢) apply to ap-
plications filed under section 212(n)(1) of the
Immigration and Nationality Act on or after
the date final regulations are issued to carry
out such amendments, and the amendments
made by subsection (b) take effect on the
date of the enactment of this Act.

(f) REDUCTION OF PERIOD FOR PUBLIC COM-
MENT.—In first promulgating regulations to
implement the amendments made by this
section in a timely manner, the Secretary of
Labor and the Attorney General may reduce
to not less than 30 days the period of public
comment on proposed regulations.

SEC. 103. CHANGES IN ENFORCEMENT AND PEN-
ALTIES.

(a) INCREASED ENFORCEMENT AND PEN-
ALTIES.—Section 212(n)}2XC) (8 U.S.C.
1182(n)(20(C)) is amended to read as follows:

*(Cx1) If the Secretary finds, after notice
and opportunity for a hearing, a failure to
meet a condition of paragraph (1)B), (1X(E),
or (1MF), a substantial failure to meet a con-
dition of paragraph (1XC), (1¥D), or
(ANGXIND), or a misrepresentation of mate-
rial fact in an application—

“(I) the Secretary shall notify the Attor-
ney General of such finding and may, in ad-
dition, impose such other administrative
remedies (including civil monetary penalties
in an amount not to exceed $1,000 per viola-
tion) as the Secretary determines to be ap-
propriate; and

‘(II) the Attorney General shall not ap-
prove petitions filed with respect to that em-
ployer under section 204 of 214(c) during a pe-
riod of at least 1 year for aliens to be em-
ployed by the employer.

“(11) If the Secretary finds, after notice and
opportunity for a hearing, a willful failure to
meet a condition of paragraph (1), a willful
misrepresentation of material fact in an ap-
plication, or a violation of clause (iv)—

*(I) the Secretary shall notify the Attor-
ney General of such finding and may, in ad-
dition, impose such other administrative
remedies (including civil monetary penalties
in an amount not to exceed $5,000 per viola-
tion) as the Secretary determines to be ap-
propriate; and

*(IT) the Attorney General shall not ap-
prove petitions filed with respect to that em-
ployer under section 204 or 214(c) during a pe-
riod of at least 2 years for aliens to be em-
ployed by the employer.

*(iii) If the Secretary finds, after notice
and opportunity for a hearing, a willful fail-
ure to meet a condition of paragraph (1) or a
willful misrepresentation of material fact in
an application, in the course of which failure
or misrepresentation the employer displaced
a United States worker employed by the em-
ployer within the period beginning 90 days
before and ending 90 days after the date of
filing of any visa petition supported by the
application—

*(I) the Secretary shall notify the Attor-
ney General of such finding and may, in ad-
dition, impose such other administrative
remedies (including civil monetary penalties
in an amount not to exceed $35,000 per viola-
tion) as the Secretary determines to be ap-
propriate; and

‘(II) the Attorney General shall not ap-
prove petitions filed with respect to that em-
ployer under section 204 or 214(c) during a pe-
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riod of at least 3 years for aliens to be em-
ployed by the employer.

“(iv) It is a violation of this clause for an
employer who has filed an application under
this subsection to intimidate, threaten, re-
strain, coerce, blacklist, discharge, or in any
other manner discriminate against an em-
ployee (which term, for purposes of this
clause, includes a former employee and an
applicant for employment) because the em-
ployee has disclosed information to the em-
ployer, or to any other persion, that the em-
ployee reasonably believes evidences a viola-
tion of this subsection, or any rule or regula-
tion pertaining to this subsection, or because
the employee cooperates or seeks to cooper-
ate In an investigation or other proceeding
concerning the employer’s compliance with
the requirements of this subsection or any
rule or regulation pertaining to this sub-
section,

“(v) The Secretary of Labor and the Attor-
ney General shall devise a process under
which an H-1B nonimmigrant who files a
complaint regarding a violation of clause (1v)
and is otherwise eligible to remaln and work
in the United States may be allowed to seek
other appropriate employment in the United
States for a period (not to exceed the dura-
tion of the alien's authorized admission as
such a nonimmigrant).

“(vi) It is a violation of this clause for an
employer who has filed an application under
this subsection to require an H-1B non-
immigrant to pay a penalty (as determined
under State law) for ceasing employment
with the employer prior to a date agreed to
by the nonimmigrant and the employer. If
the Secretary finds, after notice and oppor-
tunity for a hearing, that an employer has
committed such a violation, the Secretary
may impose a civil monetary penalty of
$1,000 for each such violation and issue an
administrative order requiring the return to
the nonimmigrant of any amount required to
be paid in violation of this clause, or, if the
nonimmigrant cannot be located, requiring
payment of any such amount to the general
fund of the Treasury.".

*(b) USE OF ARBITRATION PROCESS FOR DIS-
PUTES INVOLVING QUALIFICATIONS OF UNITED
STATES WORKERS NOT HIRED.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 212(n) (8 U.S.C.
1182(n)), as amended by section 102(b), is fur-
ther amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

“(6)(A) This paragraph shall apply instead
of subparagraphs (A) through (E) of para-
graph (2) in the case of a violation described
in subparagraph (B).

“(B) The Attorney General shall establish
a process for the receipt, initial review, and
disposition in accordance with this para-
graph of complaints respecting an employ-
er's failure to meet the condition of para-
graph (1)XG)iXII) or a petitioner's misrepre-
sentation of material facts with respect to
such condition. Complaints may be filed by
an aggrieved individual who has submitted a
resume or otherwise applied in a reasonable
manner for the job that is the subject of the
condition. No proceeding shall be conducted
under this paragraph on a complaint con-
cerning such a fallure or misrepresentation
unless the Attorney General determines that
the complaint was filed not later than 12
months after the date of the fallure or mis-
representation, respectively.

“(C) If the Attorney General finds that a
complaint has been filed in accordance with
subparagraph (B) and there is reasonable
cause to believe that such a fallure or mis-
representation described in such complaint
has occurred, the Attorney General shall ini-
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tiate binding arbitration proceedings by re-
questing the Federal Mediation and Concilia-
tion Service to appoint an arbitrator from
the roster of arbitrators maintained by such
Service. The procedure and rules of such
Service shall be applicable to the selection of
such arbitrator and to such arbitration pro-
ceedings. The Attorney General shall pay the
fee and expenses of the arbitrator.

“(D)(1) The arbitrator shall make findings
respecting whether a failure or misrepresen-
tation described in subparagraph (B) oc-
curred. If the arbitrator concludes that fail-
ure or misrepresentation was willful, the ar-
bitrator shall make a finding to that effect.
The arbitrator may not find such a failure or
misrepresentation (or that such a failure or
misrepresentation was willful) unless the
complainant demonstrates such a failure or
misrepresentation (or its willful character)
by clear and convincing evidence. The arbi-
trator shall transmit the findings in the
form of a written opinion to the parties to
the arbitration and the Attorney General.
Such findings shall be final and conclusive,
and, except as provided in this subparagraph,
no official or court of the United States shall
have power or jurisdiction to review any
such findings.

*(i1) The Attorney General may review and
reverse or modify the findings of an arbi-
trator only on the same bases as an award of
an arbitrator may be vacated or modified
under section 10 or 11 of title 9, United
States Code.

“(1i1) With respect to the findings of an ar-
bitrator, a court may review only the ac-
tions of the Attorney General under clause
(i) and may set aside such actions only on
the grounds described in subparagraph (A),
(B), or (C) of section T06(a)2) of title 5,
United States Code. Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, such judicial review
may only be brought in an appropriate
United States court of appeals.

‘“(E) If the Attorney General recelves a
finding of an arbitrator under this paragraph
that an employer has failed to meet the con-
dition of paragraph (1MG}iMII) or has mis-
represented a material fact with respect to
such condition, unless the Attorney General
reverses or modifies the finding under sub-
paragraph (D)ii)—

**(i) the Attorney General may impose ad-
ministrative remedles (Including civil mone-
tary penalties in an amount not to exceed
$1,000 per violation or $5,000 per violation in
the case of a willful failure or misrepresenta-
tion) as the Attorney General determines to
be appropriate; and

*(11) the Attorney General is authorized to
not approve petitions filed with respect to
that employer under section 204 or 214(c) dur-
ing a period of not more than 1 year for
allens to be employed by the employer.

‘““F) The Attorney General shall not dele-
gate, to any other employee or official of the
Department of Justice, any function of the
Attorney General under this paragraph,
until 60 days after the Attorney General has
submitted a plan for such delegation to the
Committees on the Judiciary of the United
States House of Representatives and the
Senate with respect to such delegation.”.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The [irst sen-
tence of section 212(n}2NA) (8 U.8.C.
1182(n)2)(A)) is amended by striking *“The
Secretary” and inserting ‘‘Subject to para-
graph (5)(A), the Secretary’'.

(¢) LIABILITY OF PETITIONING EMPLOYER IN
CASE OF PLACEMENT OF H-1B NONIMMIGRANT
WITH ANOTHER EMPLOYER.—Section 212(n)(2)
(8 U.8.C. 1182(n)(2)) is amended by adding at
the end the following:
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‘“{E) If an H-1B-dependent employer places
a nonexempt H-1B nonimmigrant with an-
other employer as provided under paragraph
(1)(F) and the other employer has displaced
or displaces a United States worker em-
ployed by such other employer during the pe-
riod described in such paragraph, such dis-
placement shall be considered for purposes of
this paragraph a fallure, by the placing em-
ployer, to meet a condition specified in an
application submitted under paragraph (1);
except that the Attorney General may im-
pose a sanction described in subclause (II) of
subparagraph (C)(i), (C)il), or (C)(iii) only if
the Secretary of Labor found that such plac-
ing employer—

*(1) knew or had reason to know of such
displacement at the time of the placement of
the nonimmigrant with the other employer;
or

**{i1) has been subject to a sanction under
this subparagraph based upon a previous
placement of an H-1B nonimmigrant with
the same other employer.'.

(d) SPOT INVESTIGATIONS DURING PROBA-
TIONARY PERIOD.—Section 212(n)(2) (8 U.S.C.
1182(n)(2)), as amended by subsection (¢), is
further amended by adding at the end the
following:

**(F) The Secretary may, on a case-by-case
basis, subject an employer to random inves-
tigations for a period of up to 5 years, begin-
ning on the date that the employer is found
by the Secretary to have committed a willful
failure to meet a condition of paragraph (1)
(or has been found under paragraph (5) to
have committed a willful failure to meet the
condition of paragraph (INGMiWII)) or to
have made a willful misrepresentation of
material fact in an application. The pre-
ceding sentence shall apply to an employer
regardless of whether or not the employer is
an H-1B-dependent employer, The authority
of the Secretary under this sabparagraph
shall not be construed to be subject to, or
limited by, the requirements of subpara-
graph (A)."".

() INVESTIGATIVE AUTHORITY.—Section
212(nX2) (8 U.S.C. §1182(n)2) is further
amended by adding at the end the following:

(G)i) If the Secretary receives specific,
credible information, from a source likely to
have knowledge of an employer's practices,
employment conditions or compliance with
the employer's labor condition application
whose identity is known to the Secretary,
that provides reasonable cause to believe
that an employer has committed a willful
failure to meet a condition of paragraph
(1}A), (IMB), (INE), (1HF), or (IMGHINI), a
pattern and practice of failures to meet the
[aforementioned conditions], or a substantial
failure to meet the [aforementioned condi-
tions] that affects multiple employees, the
Secretary may conduct a 30 day investiga-
tion of these allegations, provided that the
Secretary personally (or the Acting Sec-
retary in the case of the Secretary's absence
or disability) certifies that the requirements
for conducting such an investigation have
been met and approves commencement of
the investigation. At the request of the
source, the Secretary may withhold the iden-
tity of the source from the employer, and the
source's identity shall not be disclosable pur-
suant to a Freedom of Information Act re-
quest.

“(i1) The Secretary shall establish a proce-
dure for any individual who provides the in-
formation to DOL that constitutes part of
the basis for the commencement of an inves-
tigation on the basis described above to pro-
vide that information in writing on a form
that the Department will provide to be com-
pleted by, or on behalf of, the individual.
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“(iii) 1t shall be the policy of the Secretary
to provide to the employer notice of the po-
tential initiation of an investigation of an
alleged violation under the authority grant-
ed in this [] with sufficient specificity to
allow the employer to respond before the in-
vestigation is actually initiated unless in the
Secretary’s judgment such notice would
interfere with efforts to secure compliance.

*(iv) Nothing in this section shall author-
ize the Secretary to initiate or approve the
initiation of an investigation without the re-
ceipt of information from a person or persons
not employed by the Department of Labor
that provides the reasonable cause required
by this section. The receipt of the l.c.a. and
other materials the employer is required in
order to obtain an H-1B visa shall not con-
stitute *‘receipt of information” for purposes
of satisfying this requirement.”.

SEC. 104. COLLECTION AND USE OF H-1B NON-
IMMIGRANT FEES FOR SCHOLAR-
SHIPS FOR LOW-INCOME MATH, EN-
GINEERING, AND COMPUTER
SCIENCE STUDENTS AND JOB TRAIN-
ING OF UNITED STATES WORKERS,

(a) IMPOSITION OF FEE.—Section 214(c) (B
U.5.C. 1184(c)) is amended by adding at the
end the following:

“(9)(A) The Attorney General shall impose
a fee on an employer (excluding an employer
described in subparagraph (A) or (B) of sec-
tion 212(p)1) and an employer filing for new
concurrent employment) as a condition for
the approval of a petition filed on or after
October 1, 1998, and before October 1, 2001,
under paragraph (1)—

“{1) initially to grant an allen non-immi-
grant status described in section
101(a)(15)(H)(1)}(b); or

“(11) to extend for the first time the stay of
an alien having such status.

“(B) The amount of the fee shall be $500 for
each such non-immigrant.

*(C) Fees collected under this paragraph
shall be deposited in the Treasury in accord-
ance with section 286(s).

“(D)i) An employer may not require an
allen who is the subject of the petition for
which a fee is imposed under this paragraph
to reimburse, or otherwise compensate, the
employer for part or all of the cost of such
fee.

**{i1) Section 274A(g)2) shall apply to a vio-
lation of clause (i) in the same manner as it
applies to a violation of section 274A(g)(1).".

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF ACCOUNT, USE OF
FEEs.—Section 286 (8 U.S.C. 1356) is amended
by adding at the end the following:

“(s) H-1B NONIMMIGRANT PETITIONER AC-
COUNT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—There is established in
the general fund of the Treasury a Separate
account, which shall be known as the ‘H-1B
Nonimmigrant Petitioner Account’. Not-
withstanding any other section of this title,
there shall be deposited as offsetting receipts
into the account all fees collected under sec-
tion 214(c)(9).

*(2) USE OF FEES FOR JOB TRAINING.—63 per-
cent of amounts deposited into the H-1B
nonimmigrant Petitioner Account shall re-
main available to the Secretary of Labor
until expended for demonstration programs
and projects described in section 104(c) of the
Temporary Access to Skilled Workers and H-
1B Nonimmigrant Program Improvement
Act of 1998.

*(3) USE OF FEES FOR LOW-INCOME SCHOLAR-
SHIP PROGRAM,—32 percent of the amounts
deposited into the H-1B nonimmigrant Peti-
tioner Account shall remain available to the
Director of the National Science Foundation
until expended for scholarships described in
section 104(d) of the Temporary Access to
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Skilled Workers and H-1B Nonimmigrant
Program Improvement Act of 1998 for low-in-
come students enrolled in a program of study
leading to a degree in mathematics, engi-
neering, or computer science.

‘(4) USE OF FEES FOR APPLICATION PROC-
ESSING AND ENFORCEMENT.—2.56 percent of the
amounts deposited into the H-1B non-immi-
grant Petitioner Account shall remain avail-
able to the Secretary of Labor until ex-
pended for decreasing the processing time for
applications under section 212(n)(1), and 2.5
percent of such amounts shall remain avail-
able to such Secretary until expended for
carrying out section 212(n)2). Notwith-
standing the preceding sentence, both of the
amounts made available for any fiscal year
pursuant to the preceding sentence shall be
available to such Secretary, and shall re-
main available until expended, only for car-
rying out section 212(n)2) until the Sec-
retary submits to the Congress a report con-
taining a certification that, during the most
recently concluded calendar year, the Sec-
retary substantially complied with the re-
quirement in section 212(n)(1) relating to the
provision of the certification described in
section 101(a)(16)(H)i)Db) within a T-day pe-
riod.".

(c) DEMONSTRATION PROGRAMS AND
PROJECTS To PROVIDE TECHNICAL SKILLS
TRAINING FOR WORKERS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (3),
in establishing demonstration programs
under section 452(c) of the Job Training
Partnership Act (29 U.S.C. 1732(c)), as in ef-
fect on the date of the enactment of this Act,
or demonstration programs or projects under
section 171(b) of the Workforce Investment
Act of 1998, the Secretary of Labor shall es-
tablish demonstration programs or projects
to provide technical skills training for work-
ers, including both employed and unem-
ployed workers.

(2) GRANTS.—Subject to paragraph (3), the
Secretary of Labor shall award grants to
carry out the programs and projects de-
scribed in paragraph (1) to—

(A)(1) private industry councils established
under section 102 of the Job Training Part-
nership Act (29 U.S.C. 1512), as in effect on
the date of the enactment of this Act; or

(ii) local boards that will carry out such
programs or projects through one-stop deliv-
ery systems established under section 121 of
the Workforce Investment Act of 1998; or

(B) regional consortia of councils or local
boards described in subparagraph (A).

(3) LaMrraTion.—The Secretary of Labor
shall establish programs and projects under
paragraph (1), including awarding grants to
carry out such programs and projects under
paragraph (2), only with funds made avail-
able under section 286(s)(2) of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act, and not with funds
made avallable under the Job Training Part-
nership Act or the Workforce Investment
Act of 1998.

(d) Low-INCOME SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM.—

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Director of the
National Science Foundation (referred to in
this subsection as the ‘‘Director’) shall
award scholarships to low-income individ-
uals to enable such individuals to pursue as-
soclate, undergraduate, or graduate level de-
grees in mathematics, engineering, or com-
puter sclence.

(2) ELIGIBILITY.—

{A) IN GENERAL.—To be eligible to receive a
scholarship under this suabsection, an indi-
vidual—

(1) must be a citizen or national of United
States or an alien lawfully admitted to the
United States for permanent residence;
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(i1) shall prepare and submit to the Direc-
tor an application at such time, in such man-
ner, and containing such information as the
Director may require; and

(111) shall certify to the Director that the
individual intends to use amounts received
under the scholarship to enroll or continue
enrollment at an institution of higher edu-
cation (as defined in section 1201(a) of the
Higher Education Act of 1965) in order to
pursue an assoclate, undergraduate, or grad-
uate level degree in mathematics, engineer-
ing, or computer science.

(B) ABILITY.—Awards of scholarships under
this subsection shall be made by the Director
solely on the basis of the ability of the appli-
cant, except that in any case in which 2 or
more applicants for scholarships are deemed
by the Director to be possessed of substan-
tially equal ability, and there are not suffi-
cient scholarships available to grant one to
each of such applicants, the available schol-
arship or scholarships shall be awarded to
the applicants in a manner that will tend to
result in a geographically wide distribution
throughout the United States of recipients’
places of permanent residence.

(3) LIMITATION.—The amount of a scholar-
ship awarded under this subsection shall be
determined by the Director, except that the
Director shall not award a scholarship in an
amount exceeding $2,500 per year.

(4) FuNDING.—The Director shall carry out
this subsection only with funds made avail-
able under section 286(s)(3) of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act.

SEC. 105. COMPUTATION OF PREVAILING WAGE
LEVEL.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 212 (8 U.S.C. 1182)
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

“{p)1) In computing the prevailing wage
level for an occupational classification in an
area of employment for purposes of sub-
sections (n)(1}AXINII) and (a)5)A) in the
case of an employee of—

“{A) an institution of higher education (as
defined in section 1201(a) of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965), or a related or affiliated
nonprofit entity; or

*{B) a nonprofit research organization or a
Governmental research organization;
the prevailing wage level shall only take
into account employees at such institutions
and organizations in the area of employ-
ment.

*(2) With respect to a professional athlete
(as defined in subsection (a)5)A)iiiNII))
when the job opportunity is covered by pro-
fessional sports league rules or regulations,
the wage set forth in those rules of regula-
tlons shall be considered as not adversely af-
fecting the wages of United States workers
similarly employed and be considered the
prevailing wage.".

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) supplies to prevalling
wage computations made for applications
filed on or after the date of the enactment of
this Act.

SEC. 106. IMPROVING COUNT OF H-1B AND H-2B
NONIMMIGRANTS.

(a) ENSURING ACCURATE COUNT.—The At-
torney General shall take such steps as are
necessary to maintaln an accurate count of
the number of aliens subject to the numer-
ical limitations of section 214(g)(1) of the Im-
migration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C.
1184(g)(1)) who are issued visas or otherwise
provided nonimmigrant status.

(b) REVISION OF PETITION FORMS.—The At-
torney General shall take such steps are as
necessary to revise the forms used for peti-
tions for visas or nonimmigrant status under
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clause (1)(b) or (ii}b) of section 101(a)(15)(H)
of the Immigration and Nationality Act (8
U.S.C. 1101(a)(15)(H)) so as to ensure that the
forms provide the Attorney General with suf-
ficient information to permit the Attorney
General accurately to count the number of
aliens subject to the numerical limitations
of section 214(gX1) of such Act (8 U.S.C.
1184(g)(1)) who are issued visas or otherwise
provided nonimmigrant status.

(¢) REPORTS.—Beginning with fiscal year
1999, the Attorney General shall provide to
the Congress—

(1) on a quarterly basis a report on the
numbers of individuals who were issued visas
or otherwise provided nonimmigrant status
during the preceding 3-month period under
section 101(a)(15}H)(1)(b) of the Immigration
and Nationality Act 8 u.s.C.
1101(a)(16)(H)(i)(b)); and

(2) on an annual basis a report on the coun-
tries of origin and occupations of, edu-
cational levels attained by, and compensa-
tion paid to, individuals issued visas or pro-
vided nonimmigrant status under such sec-
tions during such period.

Each report under paragraph (2) shall include
the number of individuals described in para-
graph (1) during the year who were issued
visas pursuant to petitions filed by institu-
tions or organizations described in section
212(pX(1) of such Act (as added by section 105
of this Act).
SEC. 107. REPORT ON OLDER WORKERS IN THE
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY FIELD.

(a) STUDY.—The Secretary of Commerce
shall enter into a contract with the Presi-
dent of the National Academy of Sciences to
conduct a study, using the best avallable
data, assessing the status of older workers in
the information technology field. The study
shall consider the following:

(1) The existence and extent of age dis-
crimination in the information technology
workplace.

(2) The extent to which there is a dif-
ference, based on age, in—

(A) promotion and advancement;

(B) working hours;

(C) telecommuting;

(D) salary; and

(E) stock options, bonuses, and other bene-

ts.

(3) The relationship between rates of ad-
vancement, promotion, and compensation to
experience, skill level, education, and age.

(4) Differences in skill level on the basis of
age.

(b) REPORT.—Not later than October 1, 2000,
the Secretary of Commerce shall submit to
the Committees on the Judiciary of the
United States House of Representatives and
the Senate a report containing the results of
the study described in subsection (a).

SEC. 108. REPORT ON HIGH TECHNOLOGY LABOR
MARKET NEEDS; REPORTS ON ECO-
NOMIC IMPACT OF INCREASED IN H-
1B NONIMMIGRANTS,

(a) NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION STUDY
AND REPORT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Director of the Na-
tional Science Foundation shall conduct a
study to assess labor market needs for work-
ers with high technology skills during the
next 10 years. The study shall investigate
and analyze the following:

(A) Future training and education needs of
companies in the high technology and infor-
mation technology sectors and future train-
ing and education needs of United States
students to ensure that students’ skills at
various levels are matched to the needs in
such sectors.

(B) An analysis of progress made by edu-
cators, employers, and government entities
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to improve the teaching and educational

level of American students in the fields of

math, sclence, computer science, and engi-

neering since 1998.

(C) An analysis of the number of United
States workers currently or projected to
work overseas In professional, technical, and
management capacities.

(D) The relative achievement rates of
United States and foreign students in sec-
ondary schools in a variety of subjects, in-
cluding math, science, computer science,
English, and history.

(E) The relative performance, by subject
area, of United States and foreign students
in postsecondary and graduate schools as
compared to secondary schools.

(F) The needs of the high technology sector
for foreign workers with specific skills and
the potential benefits and costs to United
States employers, workers, consumers, post-
secondary educational institutions, and the
United States economy, from the entry of
skilled foreign professionals in the fields of
science and engineering.

(G) The needs of the high technology sec-
tor to adapt products and services for export
to particular local markets in foreign coun-
tries.

(H) An examination of the amount and
trend of moving the production or perform-
ance of products and services now occurring
in the United States abroad.

(2) REFPORT.—Not later than October 1, 2000,
the Director of the National Science Founda-
tion shall submit to the Committees on the
Judiciary of the United States House of Rep-
resentatives and the Senate a report con-
taining the results of the study described in
paragraph (1).

(3) INVOLVEMENT.—The study under para-
graph (1) shall be conducted in a manner
that ensures the participation of individuals
representing a variety of points of view.

(b) REPORTING ON STUDIES SHOWING Eco-
NoMIC IMPACT OF H-1B NONIMMIGRANT IN-
CREASE.—The Chairman of the Board of Gov-
ernors of the Federal Reserve System, the
Director of the Office of Management and
Budget, the Chair of the Council of Economic
Advisers, the Secretary of the Treasury, the
Secretary of Commerce, the Secretary of
Labor, and any other member of the Cabinet,
shall promptly report to the Congress the re-
sults of any reliable study that suggests,
based on legitimate economic analysis, that
the increase effected by section 101(a) of this
Act in the number of allens who may be
issued visas or otherwise provided non-
immigrant status under section
101(a)(15) H} 1) b) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act has had an impact on any na-
tlonal economic indicator, such as the level
of inflation or unemployment, that warrants
action by the Congress.

TITLE II—SPECIAL IMMIGRANT STATUS
FOR CERTAIN NATO CIVILIAN EMPLOY-
EES

SEC. 201. SPECIAL IMMIGRANT STATUS FOR CER-

TAIN NATO CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 101(a)(27) (8
U.8.C. 1101(a)(27)) is amended)—

(1) by striking *‘or’" at the end of subpara-
graph (J),

(2) by striking the period at the end of sub-
paragraph (K) and inserting **; or”, and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
subparagraph:

‘(L) an immigrant who would be described
in clause (1), (i1), (iii), or (iv) of subparagraph
(I) if any reference in such a clause—

‘(i) to an international organization de-
scribed In paragraph (15)(G)(i) were treated
as a reference to the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO);
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“(i1) to a nonimmigrant under paragraph
(15)(G)(iv) were treated as a reference to a
nonimmigrant classifiable under NATO-6 (as
a member of a civilian component accom-
panying a force entering in accordance with
the provisions of the NATO Status-of-Forces
Agreement, a member of a civillan compo-
nent attached to or employed by an Allied
Headquarters under the ‘Protocol on the Sta-
tus of International Military Headquarters’
set up pursuant to the North Atlantic Trea-
ty, or as a dependent); and

“*(111) to the Immigration Technical Correc-
tions Act of 1988 or to the Immigration and
Nationality Technical Corrections Act of
1994 were a reference to the Temporary Ac-
cess to Skilled Workers and H-1B Non-
immigrant Program Improvement Act of
1998.".

(b) CONFORMING NONIMMIGRANT STATUS FOR
CERTAIN PARENTS OF SPECIAL IMMIGRANT
CHILDREN,—Section 101(a)}(15)N) (8 U.8.C.
1101(a)(15)(N)) is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘(or under analogous au-
thority under paragraph (27T)(L))" after
MO, and

(2) by inserting ‘(or under analogous au-
thority under paragraph (27T)(L))" after
2T

TITLE III—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISION
SEC. 301. ACADEMIC HONORARIA.

(a) In GENERAL.—Section 212 (8 U.S.C. 1182),
as amended by section 105, is further amend-
ed by adding at the end the following:

‘“tq) Any alien admitted under section
101(a)(15} B) may acecept an honorarium pay-
ment and associated incidental expenses for
a usual academic activity or activities (last-
ing not longer than 9 days at any single in-
stitution), as defined by the Attorney Gen-
eral in consultation with the Secretary of
Education, if such payment is offered by an
institution or organization described in sub-
section (pX1) and is made for services con-
ducted for the benefit of that institution or
entity and if the alien has not accepted such
payment or expenses from more than 5 insti-
tutions or organizations in the previous 6-
month period.”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply to activi-
ties occurring on or after the date of the en-
actment of this Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. After 1
hour of debate on the bill, as amended,
it shall be in order to consider the fur-
ther amendment printed in the CoON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD numbered 2, which
shall be considered read and debatable
for 1 hour, equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an oppo-
nent.

The gentleman from Texas (Mr.
SMITH) and the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. WATT) each will control
30 minutes of debate on the bill.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. SMITH).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the legislation under consid-
eration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.
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Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.
3736.

First, some background: The H-1B
bills passed by the Senate and by the
House Committee on the Judiciary
both propose to increase the quota of
H-1B temporary visas for foreign pro-
fessional workers. Both bills responded
to the fact that the demand has exceed-
ed the annual quota of 65,000 in each of
the past 2 fiscal years.

The reason for this increased demand
is thought to be a shortage in Amer-
ica’s information technology work-
force. While evidence for this shortage
is inconclusive, 1 believe we should
give the industry the benefit of the
doubt and grant the additional visas.

The Senate and House Committee on
the Judiciary bills had stark dif-
ferences. The House Committee on the
Judiciary bill required that employers
comply with two new attestations
when petitioning for H-1B workers.
Employers would have had to promise
not to lay off American workers and
replace them with H-1Bs, and to re-
cruit American workers before peti-
tioning for foreign workers.

I felt that these protections for
American workers were necessary be-
cause of the large number of docu-
mented abuses of the H-1B program, in-
stances of companies actually laying
off Americans to be replaced by H-1Bs
and companies recruiting workers ex-
clugsively from overseas. The Senate
bill contained no comparable protec-
tions.

With the assistance and support of
the House leadership, we wrote a work-
able compromise. And, in negotiations
concluded just yesterday, we made fur-
ther changes that were supported by
the administration.

The measure we are considering
today embodies those compromises;
and, of course, it is a negotiated agree-
ment. That is the nature of any legisla-
tive process. What is important is that
we have come up with a bill that both
responds to the needs of the high-tech
industry and adds protections for
American workers.

The employers most prone to abusing
the H-1B program are called job con-
tractors or job shops. Often, much of
their workforce is composed of foreign
workers on H-1B visas. These compa-
nies make no pretense of looking for
American workers. They are in busi-
ness to contract their H-1Bs out to
other companies. The companies to
which the H-1Bs are contracted benefit
by paying wages to the foreign workers
often well below what comparable
Americans would receive. Also, they do
not have to shoulder the obligations of
being the legally recognized employers;
the job shops remain the official em-
ployers.

Under the compromise we are consid-
ering today, the no-layoff and recruit-
ment attestations will apply to H-1B-
dependent businesses in those in-
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stances where they petition for H-1Bs
without masters degrees and where
they plan to pay the H-1Bs less than
$60,000 a year. The attestations are
being targeted to hit the companies
most likely to abuse the system. Other
employers who use a relatively small
number of H-1Bs will not be affected,
unless they have been found to have
willfully violated the rules of the H-1B
program.

Specifically, the no-layoff attesta-
tion prohibits an employer from laying
off an American worker from a job that
is essentially the equivalent of a job
for which an H-1B is sought during the
period beginning 90 days before and
ending 90 days after the date the em-
ployer files a visa petition for the for-
eign worker.

The recruitment attestation requires
an employer to have taken good-faith
steps to have recruited American work-
ers for the job an H-1B alien will per-
form and offer the job to an American
worker who applies and is equally or
better qualified than the foreign work-
er.

Other features of the compromise are
that the H-1B guota will be set at
115,000 in 1999 and 2000 and 107,500 in the
year 2001. Then the quota will return to
65,000, at which time the attestations
also will sunset.

The Labor Department will enforce
all aspects of the program, except in
those instances where an American
worker claims that a job should have
been offered to him or her instead of to
a foreign worker. In such cases, an ar-
biter appointed by the Federal Medi-
ation and Conciliation Service will de-
cide the issue.

Under the compromise, a $500 fee per
alien will be charged to all employers
except universities and certain other
institutions. The funds will go for
scholarship assistance for students
studying mathematics, computer
science, or engineering, for Federal job
training services, and for processing
and enforcement expenses. The fee will
sunset in the year 2001.

Under current. law, the Labor Depart-
ment can only investigate a user of the
H-1B program if an aggrieved party
files a complaint. The compromise will
allow the Department to investigate a
company in certain instances where it
receives specific, credible information
that provides it with reasonable cause
to believe that the company has com-
mitted a willful violation to abide by
the rules of the H-1B program, has
shown a pattern or practice of failing
to abide by the rules, or has substan-
tially failed to meet the rules.

While current law requires an em-
ployer to pay an H-1B alien at least the
prevailing wage for the occupation, the
compromise will also require the em-
ployer to provide benefits equivalent to
those given to American workers.

Mr. Speaker, let me conclude with
one point of legislative history. The
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compromise eases requirements on
companies when they are petitioning
for workers who have advanced de-
grees. For example, companies who
would otherwise have to comply with
the two new attestations are relieved
of this obligation.

The bill actually uses the phrase
“master’s or higher degree (or its
equivalent).” The point I want to make
is that the term *‘or its equivalent’ re-
fers only to an equivalent foreign de-
gree. Any amount of on-the-job experi-
ence does not qualify as the equivalent
of an advanced degree.

The bill is a workable compromise
that deserves our support.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I find myself in a very
interesting position today, one that in
the 6 years that I have been in this
House is unprecedented. Because 1 am
here defending the work product of the
committee of jurisdiction in this case.

On May 20, 1998, the full Committee
on the Judiciary took a vote on a bill
that I will be offering as a substitute to
the bill that we are considering here on
the floor, and we passed that bill out of
the full Committee on the Judiciary by
a vote of 23 to 4.

[ 1545

We got to that bill after going
through the subcommittee that the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. SMITH)
chairs and on which I am the ranking
member, and working out some details
in the subcommittee, and we continued
to work out further details as we
moved from the subcommittee to the
full committee. And by the time we got
to the full committee, the full Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, we had broad
bipartisan support for a bill. And that
is the bill that I am here offering as a
substitute to what is being offered on
the floor today.

So instead of me being the minority
opposing what the majority of our
committee did, I find myself in the
very unigue position of being on the
floor of the House defending what the
Committee on the Judiciary did by a 23
to 4 vote, bipartisan, with the chair-
man of the subcommittee having gone
on and being told to support some
other bill, which we will be voting on
today unless my substitute passes.

Now, why did we get to the bill that
I will be offering as a substitute? We
got there because we finally concluded
that H-1Bs are probably necessary at
this point. We have an H-1B program
that authorizes 65,000 foreign workers
per year to come into our country and
work subject to certain specialty provi-
sions. The H-1B, let me make sure ev-
erybody understands, the H-1B visas
are available for workers coming tem-
porarily to the United States to per-
form services in specialty occupations.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

A specialty occupation is one that re-
quires a theoretical and practical ap-
plication of a body of highly special-
ized knowledge and attainment of a
bachelor’s or higher degree in the spe-
cific specialty as a minimum for entry
into the occupation in the United
States.

Now, that is a fancy way of saying,
you have to be in a pretty narrow area
that is specialized in order to be eligi-
ble to come into the United States on
an exceptional basis and take a job
that, in effect, we are saying we just do
not have the United States workers in
our country capable of filling that job.

Now, this H-1B program has been
around for a long time. We have 65,000
people a year that we allow to come in.
They spend a total of 6 years each, 65
times 6 is almost 400,000 foreign work-
ers that can be in the United States
under the current H-1B program.

Now, how did we get here? High tech
industries expanded their employment
base and concluded that they needed
more than the 65,000 a year allocation
and, in fact, the Committee on the Ju-
diciary agreed with them.

We will hear arguments all over the
place, but the truth of the matter is
that we finally concluded, well, we do
not really know whether there is a
shortage that requires an increase in
H-1B slots or not, but we are prepared
to give the benefit of the doubt and
keep on moving. So let us do this and
let us do it in a reasonable way that
acknowledges that the high tech indus-
try has a problem that they cannot get
enough U.S. workers to fill these high-
ly technical positions, but we did it
against a backdrop where some people
were really concerned.

In fact, I am going to be reading here
a lot, interestingly enough, from the
committee’s report. This is the full
Committee on the Judiciary report
that I keep finding myself reading
from, one that I would have hoped that
my colleague would be reading from in
defense of our bill, rather than me hav-
ing to read from it to defend the bill
that we passed.

Let me read what Secretary of Labor
Robert Reich, the former Secretary of
Labor said. He said, our experience
with the practical operation of the H-
1B program has raised serious concerns
that what was conceived as a means to
meet temporary business needs for
unique, highly skilled professionals
from abroad is, in fact, being used by
some employers to bring in relatively
large numbers of foreign workers who
may well be displacing U.S. workers
and eroding employers’ commitment to
the domestic work force.

So how did we decide to address this
in the Committee on the Judiciary on
a bipartisan basis? We said, we ac-
knowledge that there is a shortage, but
we also acknowledge on the other side
that some people say this program is
being abused and has been abused. So if
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we are going to expand the numbers of
authorized people who can come in
under this program, then we also ought
to expand the protections for U.S.
workers and the guarantees that em-
ployers have to provide that they are
neither displacing a U.S. worker, lay-
ing off a U.S. worker or having not
sought to obtain a U.S. worker. And we
need to put in place a mechanism to
provide training to U.S. citizens so
that we do not make this a permanent
H-1B expansion going forward.

And that is exactly what the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary set out to do,
and it did it masterfully. With one ex-
ception, and that was the training
component, which is also in my bill, in
my substitute and in the committee, in
the new bill that we are now consid-
ering on the floor.

So how did we do this? We said, you
need the workers. You come in, you
make an attestation that you have not
fired or will not fire an employee or re-
place that fired employee by a foreign
worker. I mean, that is fair enough.
You make an attestation that you have
sought to find a comparable worker in
the United States. That is fair enough.

And yet now we have a bill in front of
us that requires that attestation of
only a very small group of employers.
Here is the exception, so that every-
body knows: Employers with fewer
than 25 employees and more than 7T H-
1B workers would have to make the
certification. Employers with 26 to 49
employees and more than 12 H-1B
workers would have to make the cer-
tification. Employers with more than
50 workers with at least 15 percent, 15
percent of their work force being H-1B
employees would have to make the cer-
tification. But everybody else in the
world can bring in their H-1B employ-
ees without making those certifi-
cations.

Now, the House is going to have a
classic opportunity here today. We
have got a bill that does what 23 mem-
bers of the Committee on the Judiciary
said is fair. That is the substitute that
I will be offering, along with the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. BERMAN)
and the gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. KLINK). It is the committee’s bill.

And we have got a bill that is the
base bill that was written by the Sen-
ate, worked out in the back room,
agreed on last night on the floor at 5
minutes to 4:00 in the afternoon the
next day, without anybody even having
seen what the language is, except they
printed it in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD in small print last night. Now
they are saying we should accept what
the Senators said over here, lock, stock
and barrel, abandon the bhipartisan
agreement that the committee had and
go forward with that.

Nobody thinks that is fair, and we
have got a better bill, which addresses
the issue and protects United States
workers.
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That is the choice that the House has
in front of them today.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I would just like to make the point,
again, that this is a bill that is sup-
ported by both the Republican leader-
ship and the administration. This is an
unusual conjunction of sometimes op-
posing forces agreeing on a bill, and
that is yet another reason why Mem-
bers should support it.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
California (Mr. DREIER), the next chair-
man of the Committee on Rules.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker. I thank
my friend, the distinguished chairman
of the subcommittee, for yielding me
this time.

Some might say that they had heard
enough from me during the debate on
the rule which 1 just managed, but I
did feel compelled to state that I be-
lieve that the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. SMITH) has been very courageous
and hard working in pursuing this com-
promise.

My friend from North Carolina is cor-
rect. that it is an unusual procedure,
but guess what? This H-1B visa bill is
not going to become public law until a
majority of the House of Representa-
tives casts its vote, until the United
States Senate has its compromise,
until it goes through the conference
process and it gets to the desk of the
President of the United States for sign-
ing. So guess what? A majority of the
Members here will have to direct how
this process is going to go ahead.

I happen to think that it is a very
reasonable and positive compromise. It
is one which does address concerns that
have been raised by virtually everyone
on this. Some of my colleagues talk
about the problem in the area of edu-
cation, saying, we need to have a bet-
ter educated citizenry so that they can,
in fact, fulfill these jobs that are out
there. I agree, and this bill addresses
that, with 10,000 scholarships that go to
those lower income individuals. It is
done with a $500 fee that is going to be
charged that should raise $75 million so
that this can annually be funded to ad-
dress those concerns.

It also tightens up the small business
area, the exemption there. I remember
having a discussion in the Republican
conference with my friend, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. GALLEGLY)
who was concerned, I think he offered
an amendment in the committee which
talked about shortening the time
frame for the program itself.

Well, in fact, in the compromise, the
time frame of the program has been re-
duced. It was going to be ultimately at
first, I guess, 5 years, if we included
this year, but we have gone so late now
we are not doing that, so it has gone
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from 4 years down to a 3-year program.
1 hope that within that 3-year time
frame we are able as a Nation to edu-
cate the best qualified people so that,
as we create new technologies, we will
have qualified individuals out there to
address them.

It is going to be a 3-year program,
not a 4- or a 5-year program. Then, ob-
viously, we will have to look at it
again.
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Those who are violators of this pro-
gram can be debarred for 3 years, and
so there clearly is an incentive to com-
ply with the strictures of the program
itself. The Department of Labor is
going to be able to participate in spot
checks for those companies that have
knowingly violated in the past. I think
that is a decent provision that was put
in there.

And we have had so many people who
have stood up and said, oh, there is
nothing that has been made available
and no one has been able to see it. I am
going through this explanation, and I
think the modifications that are made
are, frankly, quite, quite modest.

But one of the things that I think is
important to note is that, while U.S.
companies are required to pay the so-
called prevailing wage, the same wage,
they cannot all of a sudden say we are
going to fire an American worker so
that we can instead go and start hiring
someone from another part of the
world at a lower rate. We not only are
requiring equivalent pay but equiva-
lent benefits in this compromise.

So as I listen to the criticism that
will be leveled by some on both sides of
the aisle, it seems to me that it is a
very, very balanced measure. It is wor-
thy of our support. It is worthy of our
support for a very, very important rea-
son. While we address the concern of
American workers, Mr. Speaker, we
have to look at the ability of the indus-
tries of the United States of America
to remain competitive.

Virtually everyone has acknowledged
that we are, today, living with a global
economic crisis. I have been in a num-
ber of meetings today in which I have
heard things, in fact, that are very,
very troubling about the potential fu-
ture. Tomorrow, we will be voting on
fast track negotiating authority. There
is a debate raging on the replenishment
of the International Monetary Fund.
The question of interest rates, all of
these economic questions are out there
as far as the future of the global econ-
omy, and I believe we need to be very
concerned about the U.S. economy,
which, obviously, is the world’s leader.

Mr. Speaker, if we turn down an at-
tempt to increase the H-1B visas, guess
what will happen? We have businesses
that are being lured out of the United
States by spots like Singapore and Ire-
land trying to create tax incentives
and other incentives to draw our busi-
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nesses out. Why? They will be able to
have the best-qualified, skilled exper-
tise there. Now, for every one of these
H-1B visas that will come in creating
jobs, there will be four U.S. jobs that
are created as a by-product of that.

So this is a win-win. It will help keep
U.S. businesses here in the U.S., ensur-
ing that they have an incentive to stay
here. And this is a compromise which
is positive. It has been one that has,
again, been worked out by the Clinton
administration, Democrats and Repub-
licans in the United States Congress, in
both Houses, the House and the Senate,
and it is one that I believe is worthy of
bipartisan support here in the House of
Representatives.

So, with that, I would again like to
congratulate my friend from San Anto-
nio, the very distinguished chairman of
the subcommittee, for working long
and hard on this. It was a pleasure to
work with him on this issue, and we
look forward to a spectacular victory
in the not-too-distant future.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank my friend from California for his
generous words about me and for his
accurate words about the bill itself.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to inquire
how much time remains for each side?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). The gentleman from Texas
(Mr. SMmITH) has 17% minutes remain-
ing, and the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. WATT) has 17 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. NADLER).

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to enter into a collogquy with the
distinguished chairman.

Mr. Speaker, the 1990 amendments to
the Immigration and Nationality Act
created two new Visa categories, O and
P, which provide for the temporary
entry of aliens who have extraordinary
ability in the sciences, arts, education,
business, or athletics, and for the tem-
porary entry of athletes and enter-
tainers with lesser abilities.

Clearly, Mr. Speaker, the O and P
visa categories were created to ensure
that entertainers, athletes and support
personnel would no longer be admitted
under the broad H-1 standard of omis-
sion but, instead, would come in under
the O and P categories. It is my under-
standing, therefore, that this bill under
consideration today does not pertain to
the temporary admission of enter-
tainers and their accompanying crews.
Is that also the gentleman’s under-
standing?

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. NADLER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, let
me emphasize that that is my under-
standing, and 1 thank the gentleman
for making that valid point.

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, 1 thank
the gentleman.
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Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. BALLENGER).

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, 1
urge my colleagues to support this
H.R. 3736 so we can ensure a continued
supply of highly skilled workers for
American companies.

To those of us who are in business,
particularly in manufacturing, some of
the rhetoric we have heard in connec-
tion with this bill just does not make
any sense. Whether we like it or not,
we are in a world economy. Our com-
petition is just as likely to come from
Asia, Europe or Latin America as it is
from the town next door. We can only
compete if we constantly are adapting
to new technologies and new demands,
and to do that we have to find employ-
ees who have skills that we need. It is
not a guestion of American versus for-
eign workers. It is a matter of keeping
up and, hopefully, ahead of the con-
stant competition. And if we fail at
that, there will not be any jobs.

So the question is, in this world
economy, how do we best promote the
interest of our economy and the Amer-
ican workers? And it seems to me this
bill is entirely consistent with doing
what is best for our economy and our
workers.

Some people argue this bill will hurt
American workers. The principal pro-
tection for American workers that has
been in H-1B programs before, and con-
tinues to be a part of the program
under this bill, is that an H-1B worker
must be paid at least as much as other
employees with similar gualifications
and experience.

There have been some abuses in the
H-1B program, as there have been in
many other government programs, and
the problems have been particularly in
the area of paying the required wage.
This bill that we are considering today
provides additional enforcement and
includes tighter restrictions on H-1B
dependent employers.

1 would also note that H.R. 3736 has
an important provision to generate ad-
ditional funds for training and edu-
cation of American workers in tech-
nology fields where there is such a de-
mand for workers right now. Hopefully,
as some of the reforms of JTPA that
we have recently passed go into effect,
these funds will be used to improve re-
training programs for Americans so
that Americans can fill the technical
jobs that are increasingly the jobs
available in this economy.

Let me just say that we all have seen
polls that have been sent around to our
offices asking Americans whether they
support allowing 190,000 additional for-
eign technical workers to come into
the United States. To be more accu-
rate, they should instead ask this ques-
tion: “Would you prefer these 190,000
technical jobs be filled in the United
States or transferred to other coun-
tries?’’ Then I think the answer would
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be much different. That is the chal-
lenge of the world economy in which
we are operating. I think H.R. 3736 pro-
vides the right answer to that gues-
tion.

And, again, I appreciate the work of
the Members of the House and the Sen-
ate in agreeing on an agreement
reached with the administration, and I
urge my colleagues to support 3736.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself 30 seconds, just
to say to my good friend from North
Carolina that this is not about whether
we become a global economy. We have
acknowledged that we are a global
economy. We made findings in the bill
that the Committee on the Judiciary
passed 23 to 4 that acknowledged there
was a need. So this is not about that.

Now, there are some people who be-
lieve we ought not be doing any of this,
and I am going to yield to one of those
people right now. The gentleman from
California (Mr. ROHRABACHER), is a col-
league of the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. BALLENGER) on the Re-
publican side, who thinks we should
not be doing any of this.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER).

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker,
with all due respect to my good friend,
the gentleman from North Carolina
(Mr. Cass BALLENGER), this is about
whether we have 200,000 jobs here for
Americans or whether we will have
200,000 jobs given to foreigners who
come here. And those jobs will be
taken up, yes, but we are taking away,
by this law, the incentive for people to
retrain people who can fill these jobs if
we pass this legislation. So I stand here
today to oppose H.R. 3736.

This bill is contrary to the interests
of hundreds of thousands of American
workers, in fact, millions of American
workers. It represents an attempt by
high-tech corporations to hire cheaper
foreign labor. And we cannot really
blame them for that. That will add to
their profit. That is who they rep-
resent, the interest of their stock-
holders. But we are not supposed to be
representing the interest of their
stockholders, we are supposed to be
representing the interests of the Amer-
ican people and the United States. And
rather than hire laid-off, high-tech em-
ployees or retrain other unemployed
Americans, now these high-tech com-
panies will just bring in cheaper for-
eign labor.

So why retrain people? Why hire
older Americans, who might have to
use health benefits or retirement bene-
fits? Let us bring in these 25-year-old
Indians or Pakistanis. This bill, in
short, is a windfall to some companies
that are making a profit off bringing in
cheaper foreign labor, but it is a kick
in the teeth to Americans, hard-work-
ing Americans, many of whom have
been so loyal to their country and their
employer but now are unemployed.
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Now they need some retraining or
they need a job, and Congress is being
asked to change the rules so that we
can have hundreds of thousands of for-
eigners to come in here and take those
jobs. Because those foreigners will get
less money.

Now, we can talk about, well, there is
some things in the bill that protect
that. In the end, we know that this will
suppress any type of momentum in the
economy to pay people more because
there is, quote, a shortage. Thus, loyal
Americans, people who have worked
real hard for their employer or real
hard for their country are going to be
unemployed and untrained because
those people that are going to be hired
are going to be from outside this coun-
try.

H.R. 3736 will bring in hundreds of
thousands and flood the job market. If
supply and demand were being adhered
to, and those of us on our side of the
aisle always talk about supply and de-
mand, we believe in it, that is why we
oppose many of these other things,
well, if it is being adhered to, it has to
be adhered to when it pressures wages
up and helps the American people at
those times as well as when it helps
American companies. If we believe in
it, let us stand for it now.

Now, what would it mean if we let
the supply and demand work at a time
like this when they say there is a
shortage of labor in the high-tech in-
dustries? It means wages would rise or
investments would be made for retrain-
ing. That is what we are undercutting
by passing this bill. We are undercut-
ting increasing wages for our people
and retraining. So there are thousands
of veterans and aerospace workers, vet-
erans who need jobs and they need re-
training, aerospace workers in my area
who need retraining, and there are per-
haps 200,000 people who have been laid
off by high-tech companies themselves,
all of these people are the victims of
this legislation.

And who are we helping? We are help-
ing hundreds of thousands of foreign
workers. Who are we loyal to here?

This is a maneuver to add to the
profit margin of these high-tech com-
panies. And, again, it is good for them.
They should be out for their profit. But
it is a dagger aimed at loyal employ-
ees, especially employees who are over
40 who may have to use health benefits
and retirement benefits.

We should decide what our standard
of immigration is all about, what is
best for our country, and it should not
be flexible and manipulated and used
to subsidize any industry or to keep
wages down. What these companies
should do is go hire people and train
them or get involved in the community
but not manipulate the rules in order
to keep their profits up and keep wages
down. So wages and prices as well
should be just like in supply and de-
mand. It should be outside. Wages and
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prices should not be based on political
maneuvers or manipulations.

Finally, this bill reflects an attitude
I find pervasive in corporate America,
and that is many of our executives
think of themselves as citizens of the
world. This is a global economy; thus,
they are globalists. Well, I have news
for everybody that makes that argu-
ment. We better be loyal to the Amer-
ican people. The freedom of the world,
the prosperity of our country, the
whole future of mankind depends on
these people who have worked hard for
our country. They have worked hard
for their employer. They have been
loyal to us, and they expect us to be
loyal to them. And if we sell them out
for the profit margin of a couple of
high-tech companies, so it will be a lit-
tle higher, at a time when they are un-
employed and out of work, but we are
going to flood the job market with for-
eigners, who are we loyal to and what
does that mean to our future?

Our high-tech companies and their
corporate leaders should be loyal to the
United States of America. And if they
are not, well, we, at least in the United
States Congress, have to be loyal to
the American people.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume to remind my colleagues this bill
does, in fact, target businesses that are
called H-1B dependent. Businesses who
hire more than 15 percent of these type
of foreign workers are targeted, and we
do have safeguards for the American
worker. We do have safeguards that in-
clude the fact that the businesses can-
not fire an American worker and hire
an overseas worker, and they have to
make good-faith efforts to hire Amer-
ican workers first. So the abusers of
the program are being targeted by the
compromised bill.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. PORTER).
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Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the distinguished gentleman from
Texas for yielding this time to me, and
I commend him for his leadership on
this issue.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong
support of H.R. 3736. This well-balanced
legislation addresses the needs of the
business community while protecting
the well-being of American workers. It
meets a short-term labor demand for
our country, and it institutes strong
safeguards to protect against a perma-
nent reliance upon alien labor sources,
including a new program of grants to
provide technical skills training for
workers.

Mr. Speaker, one project that should
be supported under this new program is
the DePaul University High-Tech
Workforce Pilot Program in Chicago.
Developed in conjunction with cor-
porate and local entities, this com-
prehensive program ensures that Amer-
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ica’s workforce will be better prepared
to compete in the dynamic high-tech
industry. I am confident that imple-
mentation of DePaul’s training, re-
training and education program will
expand America’'s skilled labor force
and enhance our competitive position
in the global marketplace.

Mr. Speaker, the technology industry is
presently experiencing a labor shortage. The
current 65,000 cap on H-1B visas, created by
Congress in 1990, has been rendered irrele-
vant by the technology explosion of the past
decade. This arbitrarily chosen quota was met
by May of this year and has left American
businesses unable to hire new H-1Bs until
next January. In the interim, technology firms
have been left with thousands of open jobs
and few qualified applicants. Employing Amer-
ican workers for these jobs is not, at present
time, a feasible solution. Failures in our edu-
cational system has created a void of qualified
American skilled labor, compelling high tech
firms to rely upon foreign born talent to fill
these positions. Without an increase of the
65,000 visa ceiling, these vacant jobs will not
be filled, thereby weakening a high growth in-
dustry that has been at the forefront of this na-
tion's current economic boom.

Many of my colleagues have expressed
concerns that increasing the number of H-1B
visas will displace American workers and shut
themn out of future employment opportunities in
the high tech industry. This bill institutes nu-
merous measures to ensure that Americans
will not be victimized by this legislation. A
$500 fee paid by businesses wishing to par-
ticipate in the H-1B program will raise ap-
proximately $75 million annually to be split be-
tween a scholarship program for underprivi-
leged high school students studying mathe-
matics, computer science, or engineering and
funding for job training programs which focus
on information technology. Furthermore, a sys-
tem of fines and/or a one to three year dis-
qualification for those companies who abuse
this law will work to further protect American
workers from being shut out of the high-tech
industry by H-1B aliens.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3736 constitutes a care-
fully constructed, well-balanced piece of legis-
lation that addresses the needs of the Amer-
ican business community while protecting the
well-being of American workers. | urge my col-
leagues to vote in favor of this bill.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
vield myself such time as I may con-
sume, The self-executing amendment
to H.R. 3736 includes a provision to pro-
vide math, engineering and computer
science scholarships to needy students
and a provision to provide additional
worker training programs. There are a
number of pilot programs being devel-
oped around the country to provide
high-tech training to American work-
ers. As the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. PoORTER) has just mentioned,
DePaul University has developed just
such a pilot program to address the
shortage of qualified U.S. high-tech
workers in conjunction with corporate
and local entities that might well serve
as a good model for other programs
across the country.
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Programs like the one developed by
DePaul University are what we had in
mind when the training provisions
were drafted. Again I thank the gen-
tleman from Illinois for helping us
make sure that this provision was in
the bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, 1 yield 4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. OWENS).

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, 1 cannot
emphasize too strongly, and I returned
to the floor to state that this is an edu-
cation problem, not an immigration
problem. The immigration band-aid is
botching up the whole process. There is
a symptom here. We have a problem in
terms of a shortage of people to fill in-
formation worker jobs. As long as we
patch it up with a band-aid, we are not
going to deal with the real problem. We
need major surgery. Instead of a
DePaul University experiment, which
is a laudable innovation and I have no
problem with that, but it is too small.
We need something on the scale of a GI
bill which offered education to every
GI returning from World War II. We
need something that massive to deal
with the coming explosion of needs for
information workers in our economy
and in the economies of all the coun-
tries of the world. It is that big.

We are the indispensable nation. If
we are going to stay ahead, our edu-
cation system has to be ahead. We have
to have the most educated people on
the face of the earth. There is no rea-
son why we cannot do that. We have
the resources. We can finance it. We
have the policies that have been pro-
posed by the President in terms of
school construction so that all of our
schools can be wired in a way which al-
lows them to have computers and edu-
cational technology in order for them
to prepare youngsters at a very early
age to enter into the information tech-
nology worker field.

We also have an e-rate that has been
proposed by the Federal Communica-
tions Commission which gives commu-
nications services at a discount to
schools and libraries. The same compa-
nies that are begging for these foreign
workers and will utilize foreign work-
ers are opposing the implementation of
the e-rate. The e-rate is a permanent
arrangement which will lower the cost
of telecommunications services for
schools. That is part of a comprehen-
sive policy that we need. We need a
comprehensive approach which in-
cludes school construction and wiring
of schools, making more computers
available, the e-rate, information and
technology training centers at the
community level so that youngsters
from low-income homes will have an
opportunity to go in and practice on
the computer like their middle-income
counterparts.

But since the low-income youngsters
do not own computers, we need some
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storefront computer centers where we
can keep them open late at night and
on Saturdays so that not only the stu-
dents or youngsters but also older
workers who are being downsized and
misplaced in their present jobs can get
some new training. Other workers need
to upgrade themselves. They do not
have computers at home. There are a
number of components that ought to
go into meeting this massive need. It is
true, we are going to need them. 1.5
million vacancies are predicted over
the next 5-year period. Instead of this
band-aid which if it were only tem-
porary, I would not be here. It is not
temporary when you talk about a three
or four-year period. “Temporary’” is
this year or next year. But they are
talking about going all the way to the
year 2001 and in the process of making
that journey from now until the year
2001, they are going to ask to have
those quotas raised. I predict that we
will be back here next year with an ar-
gument being made to increase the
quota of foreign workers coming in.

Why can we not be as wise and have
as much vision as Bangalore, India?
Many years ago they decided they
would heavily invest in training their
students in computers and computer
programming. Now Bangalore, India is
considered the computer capital of the
world. Most of these foreign workers
that are going to come in will be com-
ing from India. I have no problem with
them coming from India or anywhere
else, but the American students ought
to have the opportunity to get the
training that they need to fill these
jobs. American workers also will keep
the standard of pay at the level com-
mensurate with the rest of our econ-
omy. They are going to pay these
workers who come in as foreigners less.
There are many inducements and en-
ticements that are involved here which
will make the industries continue to
pressure to have more and more of the
quota increases of foreign workers. We
need to train our own workers with a
comprehensive education program.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. HORN).

Mr. HORN. I thank the gentleman for
yvielding time. Mr. Speaker, I have very
mixed feelings about this bill. There
are some improvements that have been
made without question by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. SMITH) and the
gentleman from  California (Mr.
DREIER). I do not like to disagree with
them. However, I have some major con-
cerns.

My background is in education, head-
ing a university with numerous com-
puter programs. I come from the State
of California where Silicon Valley is
most of Santa Clara County.

But there are Silicon Valleys of
many and few firms all over the United
States of America. They are in Michi-
gan near Ann Arbor. They are across
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the Potomac in Fairfax County, Vir-
ginia. They are in San Diego County
and Orange County in California.

But I happen to come from Los Ange-
les County where 400,000 aerospace
workers have been laid off over the last
decade, And recently, Boeing, which I
am delighted to have in my particular
congressional district, they cut back
roughly 3,000 workers in Downey, Cali-
fornia. Now, that hurts. These workers
built the Appollo, the Sky Lab, and the
Shuttle.

Many of these 400,000 have either jobs
much lower than they had at one point
in time or simply have not been placed
and have moved out of the field.

1 feel very strongly that the Silicon
Valleys of the Nation—and let us start
with those firms in Santa Clara Coun-
ty. They should sit down with the
Presidents of the community colleges
of the Nation and work out the type of
education program the computer firms
need if domestic workers will master
the skills to fill these jobs. These are
not minimum wage jobs. These are
$30,000 a year, $40,000 a year, $50,000 a
year, and $60,000 a year jobs! We should
have goals for our young people and
adults who need to be retrained for the
Information Age. Many already have
the math and other courses. They just
need the opportunity. That is why I am
concerned. We have got to have an ex-
change of improving the quality of the
product.

In California we have an excellent
community college system. There are
107 two year colleges spread over the
State from the Mexican border to the
Oregon border. They have outstanding
faculty members

We need to have the presidents of the
colleges and the computer firms in the
same room. The college presidents need
to say, ‘‘look, you can help us, Silicon
Valley, because State budgets never
cover our equipment needs. Our school
budget is never able to secure the lat-
est up-to-date generational equipment.
We can help you with development of
this curriculum. We need your input.”

The chief executives in education and
industry must get together. Who will
buy the coffee and provide the room. If
that is not going to happen, I will tell
you that the $75 million and the 10,000
scholarships it will fund is pitiful,
When enacted, H.R. 3736 will remove
the existing cap off at the 65,000 foreign
worker level annually and this legisla-
tion would almost double the cap by
going to 115,000. The 10,000 scholarships
to retrain the American worker is a
seemingly big drop in the bucket, but
is not when the foreign visas rise from
the current level of 65,000 annually to
115,000 in the year 2000. In 2001, 107,500
MIB visas would be issued. So much for
10,000 retrained American workers.
There should be 107,500 trained Amer-
ican workers, not just 10,000. In the
Second World War many more workers
were trained.
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I cannot believe that if we set goals
and communicate with young and old
alike, there will not be people who will
seek that training. We should make
sure that Tth and 8th grades know
about the new and needed jobs that
will be available in the twenty-first
century.

I think my colleagues have done a
wonderful job in some of the dif-
ferences, but once you go this route
with that big a gap between visas and
scholarships, then you are in trouble.
Industry and education need to get to-
gether. That ought to be our goal.
Until that time, I am not going to vote
for a bill that increases the visa cap,

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. I just want to reassure my .col-
league from California that we do have
that $500 fee in this bill that every
business will pay for every H-1B work-
er that business brings into the coun-
try. That is a huge pot of money. It is
going to be used largely for job train-
ing and also for scholarships, particu-
larly for college students who major in
either computer science or math or en-
gineering. I hope that that will reas-
sure the gentleman and answer and ad-
dress some of his concerns.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO).

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time. Let us get to what we are really
debating here today. We are debating
the failed trade policy of the United
States of America. We are going to run
a $200 billion trade deficit this year.
That means we are going to export
about 4 million jobs. But we were told,
“Don't worry. Those 4 million jobs are
those old, dirty, obsolete industrial
jobs.”” Even though they were family
wages and they paid benefits, not to
worry. Those workers will be retrained
for the future, the high-tech industry
of the United States of America.

So as we export the industrial base
jobs, the family wage jobs, the jobs
with benefits, what are we going to do
now? We are going to import people for
those jobs of the future. We are going
to export our industrial jobs and we are
going to import people into the United
States to do the jobs of the future.

What about those 4 million people?
What about the people laid off from the
aerospace jobs, from the computer
companies and everywhere else? Are
you telling us the American people are
stupid? They know what you are doing
here. You are screwing them going and
coming. You are going to bring in peo-
ple to fill the jobs you promised them
when you took away their jobs.

Both bills should be rejected, the bill
and the substitute.
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Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, 1 yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms.
LOFGREN).

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the measure before us for a
number of reasons. As a member of the
Subcommittee on Immigration and
someone who has experience in immi-
gration law, used to teach immigration
law, 1 have worked through with the
White House and leadership on the
other side of the aisle on this issue, and
I believe that the product before us has
many things that merit our support.

First, although much has been said
about computer professionals, and I
come from Silicon Valley, I represent
Santa Clara County, the H-1B program
extends beyond computer specialists. I
would note that I just received a call
from a superintendent of schools in
San Jose who said, ‘‘Please be careful.
We're getting almost all our bilingual
teachers through the H-1B program
right now.” So that is something to
keep in mind.

Secondarily there are specialists.
This is not just a shortage issue, it is a
specialist issue. Like the biotech firm
in Silicon Valley that has hired spe-
cialists in Great Britain who are on the
cutting edge of a particular type of
science and has kept them on full sal-
ary since last spring in Great Britain
waiting for an H-1B visa to become
available. That is not a shortage issue.
That is a specialist issue. That needs to
be kept in mind.

Finally, it is also a shortage issue.
For my colleagues who say that we
ought to do a better job of training our
own people, I could not agree more. We
need to get into schools that have been
neglected. We need to make sure that
poor children who are not achieving
have a chance to achieve and become
scientists and engineers. And although
this bill will not accomplish all of that,
this 756 to $100 million a year that will
be provided for in the bill by the fees is
going to help retrain American work-
ers through the Job Training Partner-
ship Act and also will be made avail-
able for math and science instruction.
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Now in listening to my colleagues
here and in talking to Members on the
Republican side of the aisle and also in
the Senate I think that we may need in
conference to take a look at the alloca-
tion of funds in the math and science
arena and see if we should not do a lit-
tle bit more in K-12 education in addi-
tion to the scholarships, and I think
that there is a willingness to work to-
gether on that.

But having said that, Mr. Speaker,
and if we could accomplish that, we
should also note that in this bill there
is the toughest enforcement that has
ever been devised that is oriented to-
wards those who are the wrongdoers
primarily in abusing American work-
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ers, and that is the so-called job shops.
Very heavy attestation reguirements,
very severe penalties and very strong
enforcement provisions.

I would just also note that the De-
partment of Labor has additional en-
forcement authority beyond the com-
plaint system.

So this is a tough bill, it is a bal-
anced bill, and it is a bill that provides
funding for American school kids so
they can become the scientists and en-
gineers we need. I hope that my col-
leagues will support this very sensible
approach.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, 1 yield the balance of our
time to close the general debate to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
KLINK), and then I will yield him some
more time when we start the debate on
the substitute.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). The gentleman from Penn-
sylvania is recognized for 2% minutes.

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from North Carolina for
yielding this time to me, for his cour-
teousness during this debate and also
his leadership. The gentleman, the
ranking member, is someone that,
after we have been through this and
my other work with him, I would ap-
preciate being in a foxhole with him
any day. He has conducted himself very
well and very ably in this as he has on
many other issues. And even though we
have ended up with different conclu-
sions, I would say to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. SMITH) he did good
work to get us as far as he has gotten
us, but it is not nearly good enough,
and I think that the people of the coun-
try need to understand what is before
us today.

Let me first talk about the macro
view. My friend from Oregon touched
on the point when we were debating
NAFTA back in 1993. He said that we
understand that those low-skilled jobs
are going to move offshore, but we
were promised, as the gentleman said,
that the high-tech jobs would be cre-
ated, our workers would be retrained
for those jobs, our sons and daughters
would be trained for those jobs; that
was the new economy. And now what
this bill is saying is that our children
are too stupid; our displaced workers
are too stupid. We are not putting
money into training. We need to bring
over those foreigners who can take the
jobs and displace America.

The other macro view about this is,
what will that do long term to the so-
cial fabric of this Nation? What will it
do towards the attitudes of Americans
when they see foreigners coming here
and taking those jobs? It is only nat-
ural, if someone has got $60,000 or
$70,000 in college loans and they are
waiting on tables because the high-tech
industry will not hire them, and, by
the way, I have testimonial after testi-
monial from hundreds of people across
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this country who have been displaced
who have not gotten jobs, and the peo-
ple have told them we are waiting for
the H-1B expansion because we can
hire these workers cheaper, and when
they are here, they are ours. They are
nothing more than indentured serv-
ants. That is exactly what they are.

As my colleagues know, we have
heard stories today about 10,000 schol-
arships. What good is a scholarship cre-
ated by this program if the people who
have gone to college here now cannot
get hired? So we will have 10,000 more
people with college educations waiting
in the unemployment line and waiting
on tables. That is what this debate is
about.

I cannot understand why there is this
huge deal about $500 a job in the new
bill. For $500 we are going to sell each
American job. That is what it cost. If
my colleagues want a $50,000 or $60,000
a year job, vote for this and get it for
$500. What a deal.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, once again this com-
promise bill is supported by both the
Republican leadership and the adminis-
tration because it does two things
right. It continues to protect the rights
of American workers, and in addition
to that it also provides the needed
workers for high-tech industry itself.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. Davis), who is both
chairman of the Subcommittee on the
District of Columbia and, just as im-
portantly, he is a former high-tech ex-
ecutive in the information technology
field.

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I thank my friend from Texas for yield-
ing this time to me, working with the
other body and working with the ad-
ministration to try to bring a bill with
some very complex components and,
obviously, some very emotional compo-
nents to fruition here where we can do
what is right for American workers.
And to my friend from Pennsylvania
who spoke, I know these are sincere
words from him, but I take a different
macro view of how the world and jobs
are being created.

The reality is that high-technology
jobs are being created in America fast-
er than we have qualified people to fill
them. This was not expected at the
time. In my own county, the Northern
Virginia Technology Council did a
study that showed we have 20,000 avail-
able jobs, average salary $42,000 a year,
that we cannot fill. Now, what happens
if we cannot find the people to fill
them?

There is, by the way, a nationwide
vacuum in the vacancies in the infor-
mation technology field, and this is a
study by the Information Technology
Association of America, the ITAA:
346,000 vacancies for computer
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programers, systems analysts, software
engineers, computer scientists nation-
wide that we cannot fill. It is building
and costing companies more to hire
people. We are in a bidding war. Sala-
ries are going up. And with the year
2000 problems and others it is costing
our Federal Government billions of
dollars more than we originally envi-
sioned because of the scarcity of
trained technical workers.

Now what does this bill do? It con-
fronts it. One of the most challenging
components of the information age is,
as a society, how do we confront these
challenges that workers are going to
have to be trained and constantly re-
trained as technologies emerge, as they
change rapidly to fill the rapidly devel-
oping jobs in this era? H.R. 3736 serves
as a short-term remedy to this Na-
tion’s long-term need for highly skilled
technical workers. If we do not, and let
us take these 20,000 jobs in Fairfax that
are available right now, if we do not
find technical workers that are quali-
fied to do this, what happens to those
jobs? I will tell my colleagues exactly
what happens:

We have companies right now unable
to find trained Americans to do the
jobs that are moving the jobs to India,
they are moving them to Malaysia,
they are moving them offshore. And as
they move offshore, we lose those jobs
from this country entirely over the
long period so that when our sons and
daughters and friends and neighbors
are trained to be able to provide for
this, not only those jobs but the jobs
that spill out of that have gone off-
shore forever. This is a short-term rem-
edy.

And it does something else that I am
not hearing from the other side and op-
ponents of this. It addresses the issue
of training, something we as a society
both on the private sector and govern-
ment sector have really not focused on
in the information age, and that is how
you get people to be trained and re-
trained into where the jobs are, how do
we coordinate public education, higher
education, community colleges and
train people for exactly where the jobs
are? Because government traditionally
lags a little bit behind the market, and
we are finding that now, because of the
fee that companies are paying for each
worker that is put into a fund is going
to fund scholarships for individuals
who would otherwise not be trained
and to entice people to go into some of
these engineering and speciality fields
so they can get the training and at the
end of the cycle, in the year 2001, we
are going to have trained Americans to
fill these jobs. Without this legislation,
I dare say there is nothing pending be-
fore this body that addresses the issue
of how we are going to get people into
these fields where the jobs are.

In my State of Virginia, we have
more students graduating from college
each year going into psychology as a
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major than we do into the computer
science area, three times as many last
year, and yet the jobs are not there,
they are in the technical side. This bill
addresses that. This bill makes the
companies who are bringing workers in
on a temporary basis pay for those
jobs. That is the way it ought to be. It
should not be the taxpayers at large,
We have no other vehicle that does
that.

And that is the beauty of this com-
promise. By creating that $500 fee to be
included as a part of every H-1B visa
issued, it will support this fund, and it
is going to provide scholarship assist-
ance for students studying math, com-
puter science, engineering for Federal
job training services.

I think that instead of sitting, com-
plaining and whining about what is
happening in different parts we need to
take actions, that the result of those
actions move jobs out of the United
States on a permanent basis. What we
need is to take more positive steps to
induce qualified Americans to become
trained and retrained, and this bill
does that. We need to bring students
from the inner city right now where a
lot of these high technology jobs do not
even exist, get them into training and
programs. They have the aptitudes.
Get them into programs where they
can be trained and take advantage of
these.

This is the wave of the future, not
just in the United States, not just in
the Silicone Valley or northern Vir-
ginia, but across the world, and this
legislation is the first meaningful piece
I have seen come out of this Congress
that addresses this in a fair way and
addresses the future, not just the cur-
rent cycle.

And I just thank my friend from
Texas (Mr. SMITH) for working so hard
to bring this compromise about. I am
excited about this legislation. I hope
my colleagues will support it.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield back the balance of my time.
AMENDMENT NO. 2 IN THE NATURE OF A SUB-

STITUTE OFFERED BY MR. WATT OF NORTH

CAROLINA

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I offer an amendment in the
nature of a substitute.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment in
the nature of a substitute.

The text of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute is as follows:

Amendment No. 2 in the nature of a sub-
stitute offered by Mr. WATT of North Caro-
lina:

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following:

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “Workforce
Improvement and Protection Act of 1998"".
SEC. 2. TEMPORARY INCREASE IN SKILLED FOR-

EIGN WORKERS; TEMPORARY RE-
DUCTION IN H-2B NONIMMIGRANTS.,

Section 214(g) of the Immigration and Na-

tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1184(g)) is amended—
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(1) by amending paragraph (1)(A) to read as
follows:

“(A) under section 101(a)(16)(H)(i)(b), sub-
ject to paragraph (6), may not exceed—

(1) 95,000 in fiscal year 1998;

““(11) 105,000 in fiscal year 1999;

“*(111) 115,000 in fiscal year 2000; and

““(iv) 65,000 in fiscal year 2001 and any sub-
sequent fiscal year; or'’;

(2) by amending paragraph (1)(B) to read as
follows:

““(B) under section 101(a)(15)(H)ii)(b) may
not exceed—

**(1) 36,000 in fiscal year 1998;

“(i1) 26,000 in fiscal year 1999;

*4(1i1) 16,000 in fiscal year 2000; and

“(1v) 66,000 in fiscal year 2001 and any sub-
sequent fiscal year.”,

(3) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘years.”
and inserting ‘‘vears, except that, with re-
spect to each such nonimmigrant issued a
visa or otherwise provided nonimmigrant
status in each of fiscal years 1998, 1999, and
2000 in excess of 65,000 (per fiscal year), the
period of authorized admission as such a
nonimmigrant may not exceed 4 years.”; and

(4) by adding at the end the following:

“(6) The total number of aliens described
in section 212(a)(5}(C) who may be issued
visas or otherwise provided nonimmigrant
status during any fiscal year (beginning with
fiscal year 1999) under section
101(a)(15)(H)(i)(b) may not exceed 5,000.".

SEC. 3. PROTECTION AGAINST DISPLACEMENT
OF UNITED STATES WORKERS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 212(n)(1) of the
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C.
1182(n)(1)) is amended by Inserting after sub-
paragraph (D) the following:

“(E)1) Except as provided in clause (iv),
the employer has not laid off or otherwise
displaced and will not lay off or otherwise
displace, within the period beginning 6
months before and ending 90 days following
the date of filing of the application or during
the 90 days immediately preceding and fol-
lowing the date of filing of any visa petition
supported by the application, any United
States worker (as defined in paragraph (3))
(including a worker whose services are ob-
talned by contract, employee leasing, tem-
porary help agreement, or other similar
means) who has substantially equivalent
qualifications and experience in the spe-
cialty occupation, and in the area of employ-
ment, for which H-1B nonimmigrants are
sought or in which they are employed.

*(ii) Except as provided in clause (iii), in
the case of an employer that employs an H-
1B nonimmigrant, the employer shall not
place the nonimmigrant with another em-
ployer where—

“(I) the nonimmigrant performs his or her
duties in whole or in part at one or more
worksites owned, operated, or controlled by
such other employer; and

*(II) there are indicia of an employment
relationship between the nonimmigrant and
such other employer.

**{ii1) Clause (ii) shall not apply to an em-
ployer’s placement of an H-1B nonimmigrant
with another employer if the other employer
has executed an attestation that it satisfies
and will satisfy the conditions described in
clause (1) during the period described in such
clause.

“(iv) This subparagraph shall not apply to
an application filed by an employer that is
an institution of higher education (as defined
in section 1201(a) of the Higher Education
Act of 1965), or a related or affiliated non-
profit entity, if the application relates solely
to aliens who—

“(I) the employer seeks to employ—
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“(aa) as a researcher on a project for which
not less than 50 percent of the funding is pro-
vided, for a limited period of time, through a
grant or contract with an entity other than
the employer; or

“(bb) as a professor or instructor under a
contract that expires after a limited period
of time; and

*(II) have attained a master's or higher de-
gree (or its equivalent) in a specialty the
specific knowledge of which is required for
the intended employment.’.

(b) DEFINITIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 212(n) of the Im-
migration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C.
1182(n)) is amended by adding at the end the
following:

**(3) For purposes of this subsection:

“(A) The term '‘H-1B nonimmigrant’ means
an alien admitted or provided status as a
nonimmigrant described in section
101(a)(16)(H )X i)(b).

‘*(B) The term ‘lay off or otherwise dis-
place’, with respect to an employee—

(1) means to cause the employee’s loss of
employment, other than through a discharge
for cause, a voluntary departure, or a vol-
untary retirement; and

“(1i) does not include any situation in
which employment is relocated to a different
geographic area and the employee is offered
a chance to move to the new location, with
wages and benefits that are not less than
those at the old location, but elects not to
move to the new location.

*(C) The term ‘United States worker’
means—

‘(1) a citizen or national of the United
States;

““(ii) an alien lawfully admitted for perma-
nent residence; or

“(1ii) an alien authorized to be employed
by this Act or by the Attorney General.”.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section
212(n)(1) of the Immigration and Nationality
Act (8 U.S.C. 1182(n)(1)) is amended by strik-
ing *“a nonimmigrant described in section
101(a)(15)H)(i)(b)"" each place such term ap-
pears and inserting ‘*‘an H-1B non-
immigrant®.

SEC. 4. RECRUITMENT OF UNITED STATES WORK-
ERS PRIOR TO SEEKING NON-
IMMIGRANT WORKERS.

Section 212(n)(1) of the Immigration and
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1182(nX1)), as
amended by section 3, is further amended by
inserting after subparagraph (E) the fol-
lowing:

“(F)(1) The employer, prior to filing the ap-
plication, has taken, in good faith, timely
and significant steps to recruit and retain
sufficient United States workers in the spe-
cialty occupation for which H-1B non-
immigrants are sought. Such steps shall
have included recruitment in the United
States, using procedures that meet industry-
wide standards and offering compensation
that is at least as great as that required to
be offered to H-1B nonimmigrants under sub-
paragraph (A), and offering employment to
any United States worker who applies and
has the same qualifications as, or better
qualifications than, any of the H-1B non-
immigrants sought.

*(1i) The conditions described in clause (i)
shall not apply to an employer with respect
to the employment of an H-1B nonimmigrant
who Is described in subparagraph (A), (B), or
(C) of section 203(b)(1).".
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SEC. 5. LIMITATION ON AUTHORITY TO INITIATE
COMPLAINTS AND CONDUCT INVES-
TIGATIONS FOR NON-H-1B-DEPEND-
ENT EMPLOYERS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 212(n)(2)(A) of the
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C.
1182(n)(2)(A)) is amended—

(1) in the second sentence, by striking the
period at the end and inserting the following:
* except that the Secretary may only file
such a complaint respecting an H-1B-depend-
ent employer (as defined in paragraph (3)),
and only if there appears to be a violation of
an attestation or a misrepresentation of a
material fact in an application.”; and

(2) by inserting after the second sentence
the following: ‘‘Except as provided in sub-
paragraph (F) (relating to spot investiga-
tions during probationary period), no inves-
tigation or hearing shall be conducted with
respect to an employer except in response to
a complaint filed under the previous sen-
tence.”.

(b) DEFINITIONS.—Section 212(n)3) of the
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.8.C.
1182(n)(2)), as added by section 3, 1s amend-
ed—

(1) by redesignating subparagraphs (A), (B),
and (C) as subparagraphs (B), (C), and (E), re-
spectively;

(2) by inserting after *‘purposes of this sub-
section:” the following:

‘(A) The term ‘H-1B-dependent employer’
means an employer that—

S(IND) has fewer than 21 full-time equiva-
lent employees who are employed in the
United States; and

(IT) employs 4 or
immigrants; or

*(iixI) has at least 21 but not more than
150 full-time equivalent employees who are
employed in the United States; and

(II) employs H-1B nonimmigrants in a
number that is equal to at least 20 percent of
the number of such full-time equivalent em-
ployees; or

“(iii)I) has at least 151 full-time equiva-
lent employees who are employed in the
United States; and

(II) employs H-1B nonimmigrants In a

number that is equal to at least 15 percent of
the number of such full-time equivalent em-
ployees.
In applying this subparagraph, any group
treated as a single employer under sub-
section (h), (¢), (m), or (o) of section 414 of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 shall be
treated as a single employer. Aliens em-
ployed under a petition for H-1B non-
immigrants shall be treated as employees,
and counted as nonimmigrants under section
101(a)(15)(H)(i)(b) under this subparagraph.’;
and

(3) by inserting after subparagraph (C) (as
so redesignated) the following:

‘(D) The term ‘non-H-1B-dependent em-
ployer’ means an employer that is not an H-
1B-dependent employer.”'.

SEC. 6, INCREASED ENFORCEMENT AND PEN-
ALTIES.

more H-1B non-

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 212(n)}(2)(C) of the
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C.
1182(n)(2)(C)) Is amended to read as follows:

“(Cxi) If the Secretary finds, after notice
and opportunity for a hearing, a failure to
meet a condition of paragraph (1NB) or
(1}(E), a substantial failure to meet a condi-
tion of paragraph (1)(C), (1)(D), or (1)(I*), or a
misrepresentation of material fact in an ap-
plication—

“(I) the Secretary shall notify the Attor-
ney General of such finding and may, in ad-
dition, impose such other administrative
remedies (including civil monetary penalties
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in an amount not to exceed $1,000 per viola-
tion) as the Secretary determines to be ap-
propriate; and

“(IT) the Attorney General shall not ap-
prove petitions filed with respect to that em-
ployer under section 204 or 214(c) during a pe-
riod of at least 1 year for aliens to be em-
ployed by the employer.

“(i1) If the Secretary finds, after notice and
opportunity for a hearing, a willful failure to
meet a condition of paragraph (1), a willful
misrepresentation of material fact in an ap-
plication, or a violation of clause (iv)—

‘1) the Secretary shall notify the Attor-
ney General of such finding and may, in ad-
dition, impose such other administrative
remedies (including civil monetary penalties
in an amount not to exceed $5,000 per viola-
tion) as the Secretary determines to be ap-
propriate; and

“(IT) the Attorney General shall not ap-
prove petitions filed with respect to that em-
ployer under section 204 or 214(c) during a pe-
riod of at least 1 year for aliens to be em-
ployed by the employer.

‘“(1if) If the Secretary finds, after notice
and opportunity for a hearing, a willful fail-
ure to meet a condition of paragraph (1) or a
willful misrepresentation of material fact in
an application, in the course of which failure
or misrepresentation the employer also has
failed to meet a condition of paragraph
(ANE)—

‘Y1) the Secretary shall notify the Attor-
ney General of such finding and may, in ad-
dition, impose such other administrative
remedies (including civil monetary penalties
in an amount not to exceed $25,000 per viola-
tion) as the Secretary determines to be ap-
propriate; and

‘“(II) the Attorney General shall not ap-
prove petitions filed with respect to that em-
ployer under section 204 or 214(¢) during a pe-
riod of at least 2 years for aliens to be em-
ployed by the employer.

“(iv) It is a violation of this clause for an
employer who has filed an application under
this subsection to intimidate, threaten, re-
strain, coerce, blacklist, discharge, or in any
other manner discriminate against an em-
ployee (which term, for purposes of this
clause, includes a former employee and an
applicant for employment) because the em-
ployee has disclosed information to the em-
ployer, or to any other person, that the em-
ployee reasonably believes evidences a viola-
tion of this subsection, or any rule or regula-
tion pertaining to this subsection, or because
the employee cooperates or seeks to cooper-
ate in an investigation or other proceeding
concerning the employer’s compliance with
the requirements of this subsection or any
rule or regulation pertaining to this sub-
section.”.

(b) PLACEMENT OF H-1B NONIMMIGRANT
WiTH OTHER EMPLOYER.—Section 212(n)}2) of
the Immigration and Nationality Act (8
U.S8.C. 1182(n)2)) is amended by adding at the
end the following:

‘({E) Under regulations of the Secretary,
the previous provisions of this paragraph
shall apply to a failure of an other employer
to comply with an attestation described in
paragraph (1)(E)(iii) in the same manner as
they apply to a failure to comply with a con-
dition described in paragraph (1X(E)(1).".

(¢) SPOT INVESTIGATIONS DURING PROBA-
TIONARY PERIOD.—Section 212(n)(2) of the Im-
migration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C.
1182(n)(2)), as amended by subsection (b), is
further amended by adding at the end the
following:

‘(F) The Secretary may, on a case-by-case
basis, subject an employer to random inves-
tigations for a period of up to 5 years, begin-
ning on the date that the employer is found
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by the Secretary to have committed a willful
failure to meet a condition of paragraph (1)
or to have made a misrepresentation of ma-
terial fact in an application. The preceding
sentence shall apply to an employer regard-
less of whether the employer is an H-1B-de-
pendent employer or a non-H-1B-dependent
employer. The authority of the Secretary
under this subparagraph shall not be con-
strued to be subject to, or limited by, the re-
quirements of subparagraph (A).".
SEC. 7. PROHIBITION ON IMPOSITION BY IM-
PORTING EMPLOYERS OF EMPLOY-
MENT CONTRACT PROVISIONS VIO-
LATING PUBLIC POLICY.

Sectlon 212(n)(2) of the Immigration and
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1182(nX2)), as
amended by section (6), is further amended
by adding at the end the following:

*(G) If the Secretary finds, after notice
and opportunity for a hearing, that an em-
ployer who has submitted an application
under paragraph (1) has requested or re-
quired an alien admitted or provided status
as 4 nonimmigrant pursuant to the applica-
tion, as a condition of the employment, to
execute a contract containing a provision
that would be considered void as against
public policy in the State of intended em-
ployment—

‘(1) the Secretary shall notify the Attor-
ney General of such finding and may, in ad-
dition, impose such other administrative
remedies (Including clvil monetary penalties
in an amount not to exceed $25,000 per viola-
tion) as the Secretary determines to be ap-
propriate; and

‘(i) the Attorney General shall not ap-
prove petitions filed by the employer under
section 214(c) during a period of not more
than 10 years for H-1B nonimmigrants to be
employed by the employer.™.

SEC. 8. COLLECTION AND USE OF H-1B NON-
IMMIGRANT FEES FOR STATE STU-
DENT INCENTIVE GRANT PROGRAMS
AND JOB TRAINING OF UNITED
STATES WORKERS.

(a) ImposITION OF FEE.—Section 214(c) (8
U.8.C. 1184(¢)) is amended by adding at the
end the following:

“(9)(A) The Attorney General shall impose
a fee on an employer (excluding an employer
described in subparagraph (A) or (B) of sec-
tion 212(p)(1)) as a condition for the approval
of a petition filed on or after October 1, 1998,
and before October 1, 2002, under paragraph
(1) to grant an allen nonimmigrant status
described in section 101(a)(15)(H)(i)(b). The
amount of the fee shall be $500 for each such
nonimmigrant.

“(B) Fees collected under this paragraph
shall be deposited in the Treasury in accord-
ance with section 286(t).

“(Cxi) An employer may not require an
alien who is the subject of the petition for
which a fee is imposed under this paragraph
to reilmburse, or otherwise compensate, the
employer for part or all of the cost of such
fee.

“*(11) Section 274A(g)(2) shall apply to a vio-
lation of clause (1) in the same manner as it
applies to a violation of section 27T4A(g)(1).".

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF ACCOUNT; USE OF
FEEs.—Section 286 (8 U.S.C. 1356) Is amended
by adding at the end the following:

“(t) H-1B NONIMMIGRANT PETITIONER AC-
COUNT.—

*(1) IN GENERAL.—There is established in
the general fund of the Treasury a separate
account which shall be known as the ‘H-1B
Nonimmigrant Petitioner Account’. Not-
withstanding any other section of this title,
there shall be deposited as offsetting receipts
into the account all fees collected under sec-
tion 214(c)(9).
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*(2) USE OF HALF OF FEES BY SECRETARY OF
EDUCATION FOR HIGHER EDUCATION GRANTS.—
Fifty percent of the amounts deposited into
the H-1B Nonimmigrant Petitioner Account
shall remain available until expended to the
Secretary of Education for additional allot-
ments to States under subpart 4 of chapter 8
of title IV of the Higher Education Act of
1965 but only for the purpose of assisting
States in providing grants to eligible stu-
dents enrolled in a program of study leading
to a degree in mathematics, computer
science, or engineering.

*(3) USE OF HALF OF FEES BY SECRETARY OF
LABOR FOR JOB TRAINING.—Fifty percent of
amounts deposited into the deposits into
such Account shall remain available until
expended to the Secretary of Labor for dem-
onstration programs described in section
104(d) of the Temporary Access to Skilled
Workers and H-1B Nonimmigrant Program
Improvement Act of 1998.”.

(¢) CONFORMING MODIFICATION OF APPLICA-
TION REQUIREMENTS FOR STATE STUDENT IN-
CENTIVE GRANT PROGRAM.—Section 4156C(b) of
the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C.
1070c-2(b)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (9), by striking “and” at
the end;

(2) in paragraph (10), by striking the period
at the end and inserting **; and’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

*(11) provides that any portion of the allot-
ment to the State for each flscal year that
derives from funds made avallable under sec-
tion 286(t)(2) of the Immigration and Nation-
ality Act shall be expended for grants de-
scribed in paragraph (2)(A) to students en-
rolled in a program of study leading to a de-
gree in mathematics, computer science, or
engineering.”.

(d) DEMONSTRATION PROGRAMS  AND
PROJECTS TO PROVIDE TECHNICAL SKILLS
TRAINING FOR WORKERS.

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (3),
in establishing demonstration programs
under section 452(c) of the Job Training
Partnership Act (29 U.S.C. 1732(c)), as in ef-
fect on the date of enactment of this Act, or
demonstration programs or projects under a
successor Federal law, the Secretary of
Labor shall establish demonstration pro-
grams or projects to provide technical skills
training for workers, Including both em-
ployed and unemployed workers.

(2) GRANTS.—Subject to paragraph (3), the
Secretary of Labor shall award grants to
carry out the programs and projects de-
scribed in paragraph (1) to—

(A)(1) private industry councils established
under section 102 of the Job Training Part-
nership Act (29 U.S.C. 1512), as in effect on
the date of enactment of this Act; or

(i1) local boards that will carry out such
programs or projects through one-stop deliv-
ery systems established under a successor
Federal law; or

(B) regional consortia of councils or local
boards described in subparagraph (A).

(3) LaMrraTion.—The Secretary of Labor
shall establish programs and projects under
paragraph (1), including awarding grants to
carry out such programs and projects under
paragraph (2), only with funds made avail-
able under section 286(t)3) of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act, and not with funds
made available under the Job Training Part-
nership Act or a successor Federal law.

SEC. 9. IMPROVING COUNT OF H-1B AND H-2B
NONIMMIGRANTS.

{(a) ENSURING ACCURATE COUNT.—The At-
torney General shall take such steps as are
necessary to maintain an accurate count of
the number of aliens subject to the numer-
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ical limitations of section 214(g)(1) of the Im-
migration and Nationality Act who are
issued visas or otherwise provided non-
immigrant status.

(b) REVISION OF PETITION FORMS.—The At-
torney General shall take such steps as are
necessary to revise the forms used for peti-
tions for visas or nonimmigrant status under
clause (i)(b) or (ii)}(b) of section 101(a)(15)(H)
of the Immigration and Nationality Act so
as to ensure that the forms provide the At-
torney General with sufficient information
to permit the Attorney General accurately
to count the number of aliens subject to the
numerical limitations of section 214(g)(1) of
such Act who are issued visas or otherwise
provided nonimmigrant status.

(¢) REPORTS.—Beginning with fiscal year
1999, the Attorney General shall provide to
the Congress not less than 4 times per year
a report on— .

(1) the numbers of individuals who were
issued visas or otherwise provided non-
immigrant status during the preceding 3-
month period under section 101{(a)(15)(H)i)}b)
of the Immigration and Nationality Act;

(2) the numbers of individuals who were
issued visas or otherwise provided non-
immigrant status during the preceding 3-
month period under section
101(a)(15)(H)(ii)(b) of such Act; and

(3) the countries of origin and occupations
of, educational levels attained by, and total
compensation (including the wvalue of all
wages, salary, bonuses, stock, stock options,
and any other similar forms of remunera-
tion) paid to, individuals issued visas or pro-
vided nonimmigrant status under such sec-
tions during such period.

SEC. 10. GAO STUDY AND REPORT ON AGE DIS-
CRIMINATION IN THE INFORMATION
TECHNOLOGY FIELD.

(a) STUDY.—The Comptroller General of
the United States shall conduct a study as-
sessing age discrimination in the Informa-
tion technology field. The study shall con-
sider the following:

(1) The prevalence of age discrimination in
the information technology workplace.

(2) The extent to which there is a dif-
ference, based on age, in promotion and ad-
vancement; working hours; telecommuting;
salary; and stock options, bonuses, or other
benefits.

(3) The relationship between rates of ad-
vancement, promotion, and compensation to
experience, skill level, education, and age.

(4) Differences in skill level on the basis of
age.

(b) REPORT.—Not later than October 1, 2000,
the Comptroller General of the United States
shall submit to the Committees on the Judi-
ciary of the United States House of Rep-
resentatives and the Senate a report con-
taining the results of the study described in
subsection (a). The report shall include any
recommendations of the Comptroller Gen-
eral concerning age discrimination in the in-
formation technology field.

SEC. 11. GAO LABOR MARKET STUDY AND RE-
PORT.

(a) STUDY.—The Comptroller General of
the United States shall conduct a labor mar-
ket study. The study shall investigate and
analyze the following:

(1) The overall shortage of available work-
ers in the high-technology, rapid-growth in-
dustries.

(2) The multiplier effect growth of high-
technology industry on low-technology em-
ployment.
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(3) The relative achievement rates of
United States and foreign students in sec-
ondary school in a varlety of subjects, In-
cluding math, science, computer science,
English, and history.

(4) The relative performance, by subject
area, of United States and foreign students
in postsecondary and graduate schools as
compared to secondary schools.

{5) The labor market need for workers with
information technology skills and the extent
of the deficit of such workers to fill high-
technology jobs during the 10-year period be-
ginning on the date of the enactment of this
Act.

(6) Future training and education needs of
companies in the high-technology sector.

(7) Future training and education needs of
United States students to ensure that their
skills at various levels match the needs of
the high-technology and Information tech-
nology sectors.

(8) An analysis of which particular skill
sets are in demand.

(9) The needs of the high-technology sector
for foreign workers with specific skills.

(10) The potential benefits of postsec-
ondary educational institutions, employers,
and the United States economy from the
entry of skilled professionals in the fields of
engineering and science,

(11) The effect on the high-technology
labor market of the downsizing of the de-
fense sector, the increase in productivity in
the computer industry, and the deployment
of workers dedicated to the Year 2000
Project.,

(b) REPORT.—Not later than October 1, 2000,
the Comptroller General of the United States
shall submit to the Committees on the Judi-
clary of the United States House of Rep-

resentatives and the Senate a report con--

talning the results of the study described in
subsection (a).
SEC. 12, EFFECTIVE DATE.

The amendments made by this Act shall
take effect on the date of the enactment of
this Act and shall apply to applications filed
with the Secretary of Labor on or after 30
days after the date of the enactment of this
Act, except that the amendments made by
section 2 shall apply to applications filed
with such Secretary before, on, or after the
date of the enactment of this Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 513, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
WATT) and a Member opposed each will
control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. WATT).

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, 1 yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, 1 just point out to my
colleagnues that this has been an inter-
esting debate up to this point, and my
colleagues will see, if they have been
listening to the debate, how difficult
an issue this is. This is not a Repub-
lican issue. It is not a Democratic
issue. There are some very difficult
issues that we have had to address
here, and I will just say to my col-
leagues that, in addressing those
issues, the Committee on the Judiciary
took every single point that was made
in the general debate into account.

There are people in the general de-
bate who are saying we should not have
an H-1B program at all because we got
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enough American workers here in our
country to meet the need. There are
people who said we ought to increase it
a lot more than we increase it in either
this bill or in my substitute. There are
people who are all over the waterfront
on this issue, and we tried to take
every single view into account as we
went through the process.

Now listen to what the committee re-
port says. This is the committee report
in support of the bill which I am offer-
ing as my substitute which ought to be
on the floor because it passed the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary by a vote of 23
to 4. This is what the committee report
says. It says, it is in the Nation’s inter-
est that the quota for H-1B aliens be
temporarily raised. First, unless Con-
gress acts, employers will not be able
to employ new H-1B nonimmigrants
until the beginning of the next fiscal
year.

The committee report then goes on
to say, the committee recognizes that
the evidence for such a shortage is in-
conclusive. There are people out there
who are saying there is no shortage of
high-tech workers. There are people
who are saying there is a major short-
age of high-tech workers, and we, in
our committee report, acknowledge
that we could not decide that one way
or another.
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Then the committee report says,
however, the increase in the H-1B
guota should be of relatively brief du-
ration; there will be a bumper crop of
American college graduates skilled in
computer science beginning in the
summer of 2001.

Now, we acknowledge that if there is
a shortage, it is a temporary shortage
of high skilled workers, and we ought
to respond to that shortage by increas-
ing the number on a temporary basis.
And that is exactly what the commit-
tee’s bill does, the one that I am offer-
ing instead of my chairman defending
the committee’s bill, I am here offering
on the floor, defending the committee’s
position.

Now, what does our bill do? What
does our bill do? It temporarily in-
creases the number of H-1B visas until
the year 2000 under our bill, because we
recognize that this was a temporary
problem that we were trying to ad-
dress. So our plan was to increase it
from 65,000 to 95,000 workers for fiscal
year 1998, to 105,000 for the year 1999,
and to 115,000 for the year 2000. And
then we were going to go back to the
current level of 65,000, because we had
evidence that said in 2001 we are going
to have a bumper crop of students com-
ing out of school in these fields and we
will not need this increase anymore.
That is why we passed the bill the way
we passed it out of our committee.

So now you have a choice between a
bill that we had hearings on, that docu-
mented, to some extent, the need for it.
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We acknowledged that there might be a
need for it and increased the numbers
until the year 2000, but not to 2001, like
the bill we have on the floor today. The
bill we have on the floor goes to 115,000
for 1999, 115,000 for 2000 and 107,500 for
the year 2001, when we have in our
record documentation that there is
going to be a bumper crop of American
students coming out, and it is in our
report.

So, you have got a choice: Do you
take our efforts that we worked so
hard in the committee on and passed,
23 to 4, to address this issue, or do you
take something that somebody pulled
out of the sky, where 1 do not know
where the figures came from, I still do
not know, and nobody will be able to
tell us.

Now, we had evidence before the com-
mittee that said this program is being
abused, and we took steps in the com-
mittee’'s bill to address the abuse in the
process.

Our bill, the substitute which is
being offered here today, requires all
employers to attest that they have not
laid off or otherwise displaced a U.S.
worker who has substantially equiva-
lent qualifications, and that they will
only place the foreign worker that
comes in under the program with an-
other employer who has also attested
to this. You cannot either bring in a
person for your own benefit or for an-
other employer unless you have at-
tested that you are not going to lay off
a U.S. worker. Now, is that unreason-
able? There is not a person in this
chamber who could say that that is un-
reasonable, if we are going to fulfill our
minimum obligation to U.S. employ-
ees.

Yet the bill we are voting on today
does not apply that requirement to all
employers. What it says is some con-
voluted formula, if you are under 25,000
employees, then you have to attest;
under 25,000 to 50,000, you have to do
another kind of attestation. It makes
no sense. We had attestation that 23
Members of the Committee on the Ju-
diciary said was a good way to protect
against abuses, and we are throwing it
in the trash can, unless we adopt the
substitute that is on the floor today.

The third thing our bill does is that
it requires that all employers attest
that they have in good faith taken
timely and significant steps to recruit
and retain sufficient U.S. workers in
the specialty occupation for which the
foreign workers are sought.

That is not an unreasonable require-
ment. All we are saying is do not go
and bring a foreign worker into the
United States unless you have in good
faith taken some steps to try to recruit
U.S. workers. That is why all of these
people are coming to the floor today
and saying to us, well, in my part of
the country, people are being laid off.

If there are laid off people in Michi-
gan and there is a need in California,
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my goodness, we ought to request the
employer to go to Michigan before we
send them to India. That is all we are
saying, and that is all the attestation
would do. And it applies to all employ-
ers again, just like it should apply to
all employers.

Now, there is something in our bill,
because we did not have all the facts,
that required a study to be done by
GAO to determine what impact this is
having.

I do not know whether they put that
in their new bill or not, but I do not see
anything about the GAO in the draft of
the bill that I got late last night in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD in the fine
print. So maybe they will tell me that
that is in their bill too. But at least we
ought to during this three or four year
period document whether there is a
shortage or is not a shortage, and our
substitute does that, the bill that
passed the Committee on the Judici-
ary, which I, a minority member of the
committee, has to come to the floor
and defend the committee's work prod-
uct. That ought not be the case.

We had a good bill. We passed it 23 to
4, bipartisan support, broad based sup-
port. It addressed the issues. It was not
protectionist. It acknowledged that we
had a problem. But we have got to do it
in a way that is fair to the American
workers.

Mr. Speaker, I ask all of my col-
leagues to search their heart and vote
for this bipartisan substitute that
came out of the Committee on the Ju-
diciary by a 23 to 4 vote; not a bill that
we have been sent over here from the
Senate that has nothing in it that real-
ly supports the findings that we made
as a committee in this House of Rep-
resentatives.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
oppose the amendment offered by my
colleague, the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. WATT).

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). The gentleman from Texas is
recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, the bill we are consid-
ering on the floor today represents a
good faith compromise between dif-
fering H-1B measures, one passed by
the Senate and one passed by the
House Committee on the Judiciary. It
is not perfect, but compromises seldom
are.

What the bill does do is take a middle
role between varying viewpoints as to
the H-1B visa program. The H-1B pro-
gram is being abused by firms known
as job shops or job contractors. These
companies do not bring in a few H-1B
aliens a year to plug skill gaps in their
work forces. Instead, many, and some-
times all, of their personnel are in fact
H-1B workers.
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Job contractors make no pretense of
looking for American workers. They
are in the business of contracting out
their H-1Bs to other companies. The
companies to which the H-1Bs are con-
tracted benefit by paying wages to the
H-1Bs often well below what com-
parable Americans would receive. In
order to achieve this benefit, they have
been known to lay off American work-
ers and replace them with H-1B foreign
workers from job contractors.

In order to stem this abuse, H.R. 3736
requires job contractors, defined as
companies where 15 percent or more of
the workforce is composed of H-1Bs, to
make good faith efforts to recruit
American workers, to not lay off Amer-
icans and replace them with foreign
workers, and to not contract H-1Bs to
other companies who use them to re-
place other American workers.

If we are to have an increase in the
H-1B quotas and protect American
workers at the same time, it will be
through H.R. 3736, and not the Watt
amendment.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
vote against this amendment.

I also want to make a final point:
You might get the impression from lis-
tening to some of the opponents of the
bill and to some of the proponents of
the Watts substitute that there is
nothing in the bill to protect American
workers. The opposite is true. We are
going to protect American workers,
and, in fact, we are going to target the
companies that have in fact been the
abusers in the past. So there are lots of
protections for the American workers
in the bill. That will continue, that is
in the compromise.

Mr. Speaker, 1 yield four minutes to
my friend the gentleman from Utah
(Mr. CANNON), who is also a member of
the Subcommittee on Immigration and
Claims.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, 1 thank
the subcommittee chairman, for yield-
ing me time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in opposi-
tion to the Watt amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute to H.R. 3736, the
Workforce Improvement and Protec-
tion Act. The H-1B program is critical
to our Nation, and, in particular, to the
state of Utah, which I represent. The
engine driving American productivity
has performed well beyond anyone’s ex-
pectations over the past several years,
and I am sure we all realize how much
of this performance is due to the con-
tribution made by the high-tech sector
and its commitment to research, devel-
opment, innovation and achievement.

So today we must make a choice that
is critical to this engine of American
productivity., We must decide whether
this engine will continue to have fuel
to run on, because that is what we are
talking about here. Our high-tech sec-
tor cannot function without the high
skilled individuals employed to gen-
erate that productivity, and voting in
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favor of this substitute would effec-
tively put a stop to this productivity.

At the same time, I am pleased that
a compromise has been reached that
safeguards productivity while it, for
example, generates additional private
sector funds for scholarships for Amer-
ican students in the fields of mathe-
matics, computer science and engineer-
ing.

The compromise will build our in-
vestment in American students and
workers, will sustain our high-tech sec-
tor, and will allow America to remain
the global economic leader it is today.
I voted ‘‘no” during the markup of an
earlier version of this language in the
Committee on the Judiciary several
months ago, for the same reasons I
urge Members to vote against it today.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I yield three minutes to the
gentleman from California (Mr. BER-
MAN), a cosponsor of the substitute.

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the substitute sponsored by
the ranking member of our sub-
committee and the gentleman from
Pennsylvania, as well as myself.

Here is where I come from: I buy into
a lot of the arguments of the pro-
ponents of the bill. One, in a global
economy, we want our companies to be
competitive. That includes making
sure they are able to hire workers with
the skills necessary for them to be as
competitive as they can be, because it
is our competitive edge which will help
us in the future.

I come from a very strong back-
ground of believing in immigration, be-
lieving immigration is good for this
country, believing immigration based
on family relationships and employer
sponsorships are both important and
that those immigrants contribute a
great deal to our economy and to our
social fabric and to our culture.

I also accept the premise that prob-
ably at this particular time we need
substantial additional visas for H-1B,
for temporary nonimmigrant workers
who have specific skills. I just think
that to say that huge numbers of the
employers who will utilize these H-1B
workers do not have to go through a
basic meaningful process of recruit-
ment and do not have any meaningful
constraints on their ability to displace
a U.S. worker in order to bring in a
temporary nonimmigrant visa is wrong
fundamentally, and, moreover, will in
the long term undermine America’s
willingness to accept immigration
under these grounds.
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So I think the substitute, which pro-
vides a meaningful attestation require-
ment, is a compelling help to this par-
ticular legislation.

The way this is written, a company
that employs 5,000 people but has only
600 H-1B workers would not be obli-
gated to provide any of the attestation
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requirements, because it would not
meet the definition of an H-1B-depend-
ent company.

That makes no sense to me. This is
not an amendment that simply ex-
cludes small employers, not that they
should not have the same obligations,
anyway, but we can talk about the De-
partment of Labor, paperwork burdens,
and things like this. We could be talk-
ing about some enormous employers
with substantial numbers of H-1B em-
ployees who will not be required to
have enforceable obligations to recruit
domestically first, or to agree not to
displace U.S. workers with people fill-
ing these nonimmigrant visas, these H-
1B visas.

1 urge support for the substitute. I
congratulate our ranking member for
his preparing of this amendment, and I
urge its adoption.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. MILLER).

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yvielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
substitute of the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. WATT) and the
gentleman from California (Mr. BER-
MAN) to the legislation pending before
us.

I do so because of many of the points
that the two authors of this substitute
have pointed out. When we read the
committee report, we see the docu-
mented concerns that have been raised
both about age discrimination, about
displacement, about unemployment in
various regions of the country, and the
overdefining of some of these jobs, and
I think that it is incumbent that we
ask employers to make the kinds of ef-
forts necessary to make sure that in
fact these jobs cannot be filled from
United States citizens before we go
overseas to look for them.

I, like the proponents of this legisla-
tion, also accept the notion that there
are in many instances jobs that cannot
be filled from the domestic work force,
for one reason or another, and it may
be temporary in some cases, or what
appears to be permanent when we con-
sider the rapidity of change within
these industries.

But not all of these jobs are the nar-
row band of jobs on the cutting edge
where, in many instances, those indi-
viduals do not exist within the Amer-
ican work force, and we ought to make
sure that, therefore, we can go overseas
and recruit those individuals and bring
them here to help companies remain in
the competitive position.

But many of the other jobs in fact
are available, but they may not be
available in that immediate geographic
region. It ought to be incumbent on
people to go out and to see and recruit
individuals that can fill those jobs, ei-
ther because they have been laid off of
their jobs in another region of this
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country, or they can be readily re-
trained for those jobs that these em-
ployers are looking for.

For that reason, 1 believe that the
substitute is a preferable work product
in assuring that we make sure that
American citizens who are looking for
work, who have these skills, are in fact
considered first, because that really is
the obligation that these companies
should have. If they are not available,
then we ought to make sure that we
also provide a vehicle so those people
can be brought into the work force.
Again, I support the substitute.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 2% minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. BROWN).

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding
time to me.

Mr. Speaker, 1 rise to support the
substitute to H.R. 3736 prepared by my
colleagues from North Carolina, Cali-
fornia, and Pennsylvania. 1 have al-
ready expressed my skepticism about
the claims of a shortage. I would like
to turn here to the protection for U.S.
workers.

The Republican proposal is carefully
crafted to apply only to companies
that we call “body shops.” It would
allow most American firms who use H-
1Bs to avoid scrutiny by the Depart-
ment of Labor. The Watt substitute re-
guires all companies using H-1Bs to at-
test that they have sought an Amer-
ican employee, and that they have not
laid off an American in order to take
on the H-1B employee.

In the Republican bill, the protection
against layoffs only applies if the body
shop knows or should have known that
the ultimate employer was going to lay
off the American worker. If I am an
American worker, that does not fill me
with confidence.

The Department of Labor has been
hampered in enforcing the H-1B pro-
gram because only H-1B visa holders
could initiate complaints. The Repub-
licans claim that the Department re-
ceives authority to investigate based
on specific credible information of vio-
lation. What is not said is that the Sec-
retary must first *** * * provide notice
to allow the employer to respond bhe-
fore the investigation is initiated, un-
less the Secretary determines it would
interfere with compliance."

In practice, we know the Secretary
has few resources to investigate viola-
tions now, and the Department can ex-
pect to find employers objecting to in-
vestigations as soon as the Department
informs them that one is being consid-
ered. It should also be noted that the
increased protections provided by the
Republican substitute last only as long
as the increase in visa numbers con-
tinues. The Watt substitute perma-
nently protects U.S. workers.

I noted earlier that the claim of a
shortage is not well supported by the
evidence. The Republicans think they
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have made a great concession by
shrinking their bill from 5 years to 3
years, but with substantial increases in
the numbers. The Watt substitute pro-
vides a smaller increase. 1 prefer this
more limited intervention in the labor
market.

Our colleague, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. SMITH) worked hard to
produce a bipartisan consensus in the
Committee on the Judiciary. The Watt
substitute embodies the fruits of his
labor. I believe the House would do bet-
ter to vote for the Watt substitute.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-
LEE).

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the ranking member
for yielding time to me, I thank him
for his leadership, and I thank my good
friend, the gentleman from Texas, for
working on this very difficult issue.

Frankly, in my district I get immi-
grants who are speaking of those they
have left behind, and are certainly con-
cerned that this country might be seen
as closing the doors to those who seek
to come and work. At the same time, I
get many of those who are in this coun-
try, who are born in this country, who
express a great degree of concern about
losing their jobs and opportunities.

Where reasonable men and women
can agree, that is what we should be
doing in the United States House of
Representatives. Adversarial positions,
where we can agree, do nothing to help
America and to move forward.

1 think the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. SMITH) is an obviously reasonable
person, not only because he comes from
the State of Texas, but I know where
he went to undergraduate college, so I
know where his background leads him,
and I know he is a reasonable man.

With that in mind, I think it is ex-
tremely appropriate that we support
the Watt-Berman-Klink bill. Just look
at that, New York, Pennsylvania, and
California. Can we get any more Amer-
ican, talking about how can we can re-
solve this question?

I think it is extremely important
that we insist that employers attest to
the fact that they have not laid off or
otherwise displaced a U.S. worker who
has a substantially equivalent quali-
fication, and that they will only place
the foreign worker with another em-
ployer who has also attested to do this.

Do Members realize that there are
thousands of middle-aged, and I know
they would not want us to call them
that, engineers who are unemployed?
Do Members realize that 650,000 Ameri-
cans get Bachelor's of Science degrees
in science and engineering, and 120,000
master's degrees? Do Members recall
that Bill Gates never finished college,
and organized Microsoft?

Frankly, we need this amendment,
because it allows $500 for a training fee
on such H-1B visas to be applied to
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train and retain American workers.
The legislation will also provide for a
more accurate account of foreign work-
ers and GAO studies of the high tech-
nology labor market.

Mr. Speaker, we can do this together.
There is no reason why we should leave
these chambers and not protect Amer-
ican workers. There is no reason why
we should not train those who can be
trained. There is no reason why we
should not hire our middle-aged, if you
will, engineers who need jobs.

Frankly, let me say to the computer
industry, there is no reason why they
should not be going into the inner city
and hiring minorities and women. They
have a very poor record of that, of
which I look forward to convening a
meeting with the computer industry to
tell me, who are they hiring in this
country? Are they hiring women? Are
they promoting people? Are they bring-
ing back engineers who have been dis-
placed?

We can work this out together. This
is not an adversarial posture. Yes,
America stands for opening its doors of
opportunity to those who would come
legally. Let us not close the door on
them. But at the same time, we owe an
obligation to protect Americans who
are unemployed, underemployed, and
who want an opportunity, 650,000 get-
ting degrees in science and math, and
120,000 with master’s degrees.

I think this amendment is the right
and fair way to go. I ask for reasonable
men and women to join me on this.

Mr. SPEAKER. | thank the gentleman for
yielding me time and for the opportunity to
speak on this bill. Although it is true that in re-
cent years, the high tech industry has fueled
enormous growth in the United States and has
benefitted the corporate information tech-
nology industry, | have some serious concerns
about wholeheartedly supporting H.R. 3736 for
several reasons.

H.R. 3736 seems to speak to the need for
more skilled workers to move into highly paid
jobs in the high tech/information technology in-
dustry. Yet, there are more complex issues
that should not be overlooked. currently highly
skilled foreign workers are unable to obtain a
H1-B visa and work for U.S. industry.

The cap on such highly skilled position visas
was met in May of this year, and this bill pro-
poses to increase the number of processable
visas, by 30,000 for 1998, 40,000 for 1999,
and 50,000 for the year 2000. Although on its
face, these increases may seem as if they are
a positive move for our country’s technological
industry, there are several issues regarding
the provisions of this bill which we must con-
sider.

For example, what about increasing re-
sources for training U.S. workers for these
high tech jobs? Currently there are thousands
of middle age engineers who are unemployed.
There have been recent studies which indicate
that the industry only hires about 2% of all of
those applying for programmer positions.

Is there really a shortage of high tech work-
ers in America? | am also concerned that al-
though the H1-B visa program was originally
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designed to bring in highly skilled workers it
has been used for other less ethical purposes.
A little over two years ago the high technology
industry was laying off U.S. computer pro-
grammers by the hundreds and replacing
them with cheaper foreign workers. High Tech
management told us that Americans were
being paid too much and that temporary for-
eign workers should be used to keep wages
down, lest companies should move abroad!

Every year, this country produces 650,000
bachelor degrees in science and engineering
and 120,000 masters degrees! And let's not
forget that even degrees aren't absolutely nec-
essary to train talented and motivated U.S.
workers.

Remember, Bill Gates dropped out of Col-
lege and THEN created Microsoft! Right now,
our most highly skilled, sought after, domestic
technology workers have realized just how val-
uable they are to high tech Corporate Amer-
ica, and the industry is unwilling to pay these
workers the high wages they are demanding!

Mr. Speaker, | am urging my colleagues to
vote for the Watt-Berman-Klink substitute. Al-
though it is true that in recent years, the high
tech industry has fueled enormous growth in
the United States and has benefitted the cor-
porate information technology industry, | have
some serious concerns about wholeheartedly
supporting H.R. 3736 for several reasons.

H.R. 3736 seems to speak to the need for
more skilled workers to move into highly paid
jobs in the high tech/information technology in-
dustry. Yet, there more complex issues that
should not be overlooked.

Currently highly skilled foreign workers are
unable to obtain a H1-B visa and work for
U.S. industry. The cap on such highly skilled
position visas was met in May of this year,
and this bill proposes to increase the number
of processable visas, by 30,000 for 1998,
40,000 for 1999, and 50,000 for the year
2000. Although on its face, these increases
may seem as if they are a positive move for
our country’s technological industry, there are
several issues regarding the provisions of this
bill which we must consider.

For example, what above increasing re-
sources for training U.S. workers for these
high tech jobs? Currently there are thousands
of middle age engineers who are unemployed.
There have been recent studies which indicate
that the industry only hires about 2% of all of
those applying for programmer positions. Is
there really a shortage of high tech workers in
America?

| am also concerned that although the H1-
B visa program was originally designed to
bring in highly skilled workers it has been
used for other less ethical purposes. A little
over two years ago the high technology indus-
try was laying off U.S. computer programmers
by the hundreds and replacing them with
cheaper foreign workers. High Tech manage-
ment told us that Americans were being paid
too much and that temporary foreign workers
should be used to keep wages down, lest
companies should move abroad!

Every year, this country produces 650,000
bachelor degrees in science and engineering
and 120,000 masters degrees! And let's not
forget that even degrees aren’t absolutely nec-
essary to train talented and motivated U.S.
workers. Remember, Bill Gates dropped out of

21887

college and then created Microsoft! Right now,
our most highly skilled, sought after, domestic
technology workers have realized just how val-
uable they are to high tech Corporate Amer-
ica, and the industry is unwilling to pay the
workers the high wages they are demanding!

For the above reasons, | am urging my col-
leagues to vote for the Watt-Berman-Klink
substitute. Some of the most important
changes in the Watt Berman legislation re-
quire employers to attest that they have not
laid off or otherwise displaced a U.S. worker
who has substantially equivalent qualifications,
and that they will only place the foreign worker
with another employer who has also attested
to this. In addition, the Watt-Berman substitute
will provide $500 for a training fee on each H-
1B visa applied for to train and retrain Amer-
ican workers. This legislation will also provide
for a more accurate count of foreign workers
and GAO studies of the high technology labor
market.

| believe that the growing workforce of our
country and the strength and growth of the
high tech industry in particular can be met
most effectively by fully developing the skills of
our own U.S. workers. In fact, the hidden
blessing in the current high demand market for
certain technical specialties is that it should
encourage us to retrain displaced workers, at-
tract underrepresented women and minorities,
better educate our young people and re-
commission willing and able older workers
who have been forced out of their work.

Increased immigration should it be allowed,
should be considered a complement to our in-
dustries, not a substitute for U.S. workers.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Par-
liamentary inquiry, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). The gentleman will state it.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr,
Speaker, could the Speaker advise us
as to who has the right to close, and
why?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. As a
member of the committee controlling
time in the opposition, the manager of
the bill, the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
SMITH), has the right to close.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. The
gentleman from Texas (Mr. SMITH) has
the right to close?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is
correct.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself 1%2 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, before I yield to the
final speaker to close debate, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. KLINK),
I just wanted to spend a minute or two,
or less than a minute or two, really,
saying that I understand the predica-
ment that the chairman of my sub-
committee is in. I suspect he would
rather be supporting my substitute
than the bill that he is on the floor
with, so I do not envy his posgition.

He has worked hard on this bill, and
to kind of show Members how inter-
esting this is, we had to get a special
ruling from the Chair to determine who
has the right to close this debate, be-
cause the bill that came out of our
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committee, except in one respect, is
the same bill that I am offering as a
substitute. This is a very unusual proc-
e8s.

The bill that I am offering as a sub-
stitute is a bill that passed our com-
mittee by a vote of 23 to 4, and here I
am, defending the committee’s bill. So
I want to just empathize with my
friend, the gentleman from Texas. He
has gotten a bill shoved down his
throat, just like we are having a bill
shoved down our throats, but we are
the House. We have the right to stand
up and vote against the Senate's bill
and support our own bill. That is what
I hope my colleagues will do.

Mr. Speaker, 1 yield the balance of
our time to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. KLINK), the cosponsor of
this substitute.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. KLINK)
is recognized for 6 minutes.

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding time to me. It
has been a pleasure to work with him
on this. I hope we are successful in our
substitute. I also want to again laud
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. SMITH)
for working with us.

I just want to just draw the attention
of the Members to a Dear Colleague
that was sent out on June 18 by my
friend, the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
SMITH) and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. ELTON GALLEGLY).

They pointed out what 1 thought was
a very important point, and that is
that during the time that all of these
information technology companies
were in fact telling us how much of a
shortage there was of workers in the
workplace, they were laying off work-
ers by the hundreds of thousands.

Silicon Graphics laid off 1,000; Xerox
laid off 9,000; Seagate Technologies,
10,000; Intel 4,000; National Semicon-
ductor, 1,000; Hewlett Packard, 1,000;
Boeing, 12,000 workers. Do they mean
that they were so so stupid they could
not be reeducated or retrained to take
other jobs?

Kodak laid off 19,000 workers; AT&T,
18,000 workers laid off; Ameritech, 5,000
workers laid off; Motorola, 16,500 work-
ers laid off; and on and on and on we
go. I could read many more. In fact,
the final number by the end of August
that we have is 208,558 workers, that is
that we know about.

If this was on the legitimate, this
whole argument about not liking the
substitute, our friends in industry
would not have disagreed so much with
attesting to the fact that they could
not find American workers, or that
they were not firing American workers.

0 1715

See, the fact of the matter is that if
they really are searching for Ameri-
cans for these jobs, or if they are not
displacing an American worker, then
they should not have any difficulty
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then attesting to that fact in order to
get H-1B visas. But the industry has
been screaming about the attestation.

The committee’'s own report says
that **it is imperative that we build
into the H-1B program adequate pro-
tection for U.S. workers.”” Continuing
to gquote from the report from the com-
mittee in the House, ‘‘the most simple,
most basic protection that can be given
to any American worker is a guarantee
that he or she will not be fired by an
employer and replaced by a foreign
worker. More broadly stated, an em-
ployer should not in the same instance
fire an American worker and bring on a
foreign worker when the American
worker is well-qualified to do the work
intended for the foreign worker. The H-
1B program currently contains no such
guarantee.”

The underlying bill that we are try-
ing to substitute provides protection
for only a small percentage, about 1
percent, of the H-1B workers that are
going to be brought into this country.
This substitute has that attestation
provision for all of those workers and
that, in fact, is the difference.

Mr. Speaker, I want to get into
speaking for some of the workers who
are not here to speak for themselves.

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. KLINK. I yield to the gentleman
from California, my friend.

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, 1 thank
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
KLink) for yielding me a bit of his
time.

I just wanted to come down and say
that as much as I would love to be able
to support the underlying bill, having a
large number of firms that are in des-
perate need of workers to fill high-
tech, high-paying jobs, it is difficult to
stand here and not be able to support
the bill unless we have the Watt
amendment, which is the committee's
bill.

It is such a frustrating thing to stand
here knowing that this committee
passed a bill out for House consider-
ation, a full vote of the House, and we
cannot get Members who supported it
in committee to now support what
they voted out of committee. That
would be something a number of us
would be willing to support. Unfortu-
nately, now we have to try to get it
into the bill that is being debated here
through an amendment.

The problem I see with the under-
lying bill without the Watt amendment
accepted is that we restrict the appli-
cation of this visa category to only a
small percentage of all the employers
who are going to be out there seeking
these employees from foreign coun-
tries, which means that we are going to
have a vast number of companies that
will be able to skirt the law, bring in
foreign workers, and deny American
workers the opportunity to get good-
paying jobs. That is not fair, that is
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not reasonable, and I think most peo-
ple here know that I am one who is
generally pro-immigration that is fair
and reasonable.

Mr. Speaker, if we did more to make
sure that the workforce of the future
that we grow by ourselves in our coun-
try could meet the needs of these
firms, that would be great. But I under-
stand the need temporarily for these
firms immediately.

I wish I could support this; I cannot
without the Watt amendment. I hope
everyone here will vote for the Watt
amendment, which is in fact the com-
mittee’s bill. Then we could get good
support out of this House and hopefully
get it to the President's desk. But
without the Watt amendment, I would
hope everyone would vote against this
bill.

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming
my time, that seemed like an adequate
60 seconds. I thank the gentleman from
California for what he was able to fit
into that time.

Mr. Speaker, let me speak for those
workers out there. We have no defini-
tive evidence that there is a shortage.
And if those 208,000 people have heen
laid off, can they not be retrained? I
want to talk about a research faculty
member from Texas who wrote me to
say, "I train international students to
gqualify for H-1B and other work visas.
I would like to know, however, why
these companies show no interest in
hiring me.”

How about Linda Killcrese of Dover,
New Jersey, who said, “In my own
case, all information technology staff
were fired by American International
Group and replaced by a body shop.”

Mr. Speaker, we have workers after
workers who complain that they have
jobs, and at $500 a job we are selling
away the future of American workers.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, much has been made in
the last few minutes about the need to
support the Watt substitute because it
is the committee bill. I will look for-
ward to the enthusiastic support of my
friends on the other side of the aisle on
future committee bills commensurate
with their support of the Watt sub-
stitute tonight.

Mr. Speaker, I want to repeat again
that the underlying bill has the sup-
port of both the Republican leadership
and the administration. And the reason
it has garnered such bipartisan support
is because it does target companies
that have historically been the abusers
of the H-1B program. It does target
companies who in the past have not
hired American workers when they
should have, and it targets companies
that in the past may have fired Amer-
ican workers and replaced them with
foreign workers.

In addition to that, it also provides
the needed high-tech employees for our
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high-tech companies which will gen-
erate more jobs in the economy and
help our economy continue to expand.

So, Mr. Speaker, I do want to encour-
age my colleagues to vote against the
Watt amendment and vote for the un-
derlying bill.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the professor from
Stanford Law School, the gentleman
from California (Mr. CAMPBELL).

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Texas for
yielding me this time, and I welcome
him to my class any time he pays the
tuition.

Mr. Speaker, I wish to note with rec-
ognition of the great effort of my
friend, the gentleman from North Caro-
lina (Mr. WATT). I do understand what
he is offering. I respect him and his
thinking. I am impressed by it.

1 also wish to recognize what a re-
markable job the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. SMITH), the subcommittee
chairman, has done along the lines
very much of the gentleman from
North Carolina’s comments: 1 know
LAMAR SMITH, LAMAR SMITH is a friend
of mine, and he has gone farther than
perhaps he wished to go. I know how
far he has gone in order to bring a bill
to the floor that will meet the approval
of a majority of this body and the
President of the United States. My
credit to both of these fine gentlemen.

Mr. Speaker, there are two dif-
ferences between the Watt substitute
and the underlying Smith version. One
has received a lot of attention, the at-
testation requirement, and I will have
a word about that in a second. But the
first has not, and that is that there is
a difference in the Watt substitute in
that the increased H-1Bs come from H-
2Bs, so that the net number of tem-
porary immigrant visas will not in-
crease. Whereas, under the Smith bill,
the H-1Bs are a net increase.

So, we really have two differences
and they are quite significant. If we be-
lieve that it is beneficial to our coun-
try to have a net increase in the num-
ber of temporary visas, then only the
Smith bill provides for that.

As to the attestation requirement,
the arguments that have been made are
in my judgment missing the funda-
mental point that we are speaking of a
temporary position. That is why we do
not have an attestation requirement in
existing law for an H-1B visa. See, if we
are hiring somebody to come to this
country on a permanent basis, that is a
green card. And for a green card, an at-
testation requirement is needed and
that is in existing law. That is because
they are coming to this country and
are going to be a member of our econ-
omy on a permanent basis.

But the whole idea of the H-1B and
the H-2B is that it is a temporary invi-
tation to this country for a task that
needs someone now. That is why the
attestation requirement runs into such
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opposition in many industries, because
the need now to go through the attes-
tation requirement delays the ability
to fill that need now. That is why ex-
isting law does not have an attestation
requirement for the H-1B visa.

We would, for the first time, be im-
posing into law an H-1B attestation re-
guirement, and that is quite a move to-
wards those who have expressed, with
all good faith, concern for protecting
the jobs of the American worker.

Indeed, the best way, it seems to me,
to protect it is job of the American
worker is to guarantee a vibrant econ-
omy with a growing sector that relies
upon the H-1B and permanent immi-
grants and American citizens.

That is my second main point. It is
essential that we remain competitive.
If as a result of what we do today we
have fewer temporary immigrant la-
borers hired, but we lose the oppor-
tunity for the person necessary to the
immediate job at hand to come to this
country, we will have lost a great deal.
For the immediate need is exactly the
competitive edge, and then that tech-
nology, that opportunity, will very
well go to another country which does
have the ability to hire the temporary
worker without the delay of the attes-
tation requirement.

So, I observe that under existing law
we do not have an attestation require-
ment, and for a very good reason. 1 ob-
serve that we do have an attestation
requirement, however, for permanent
workers and I observe that the Smith
version of the bill has an attestation
requirement where there is reason to
expect it. Namely, where there is a re-
liance upon the imported, the H-1B im-
ported laborer above the 15 percent.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CAMPBELL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman from Cali-
fornia for yielding, and I thank the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. SMITH) for
his great work on behalf of high-tech
companies and workers throughout
this country.

Mr. Speaker, I would just like to
offer my support for this bill as well
from somebody who represents an area
that has transitioned from a particu-
larly defense-laden economy to one
that has a much more diversified econ-
omy. It is now struggling to continue
to break free to add employment to
what is increasingly a biotech and
high-tech economic base.

This bill strikes the right balance be-
tween promoting the growth of the
high-tech companies that are so impor-
tant to the future of this country and
the need to keep American workers
educated, trained, and fully employed.

Just last month, I would say to the
gentleman from California, I met with
a large group of high-tech executives
from my district. They repeated a con-
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cern that I have heard time and time
again that Long Island does not have
enough workers with the unique skills
that they need today. Our schools are
not producing enough engineering
graduates, they told me, and high
schools do not concentrate enough ef-
fort on the technological education
that will provide the core techno-
logical skills our students need.

This is something we all want. We
need to address these problems on both
a long-term and short-term basis. This
compromise reflects this reality.

H-1B visa holders bring unique skills
to American companies help U.S. busi-
nesses access foreign markets, provide
training to American workers about
foreign markets, and help fill tem-
porary worker shortages.

Clearly, the long-term answer is to
be sure that American students and
workers are prepared to fill these good
jobs permanently. But this bill pro-
vides 10,000 scholarships a year for low-
income students in math, engineering
and computer science. Equally impor-
tant, it provides training for many
thousands of American workers
through the Jobs Partnership Act.
These programs will be paid for by the
companies that benefit from the H-1B
visa program, and not by taxpayers.

The bill protects our workers today
with three types of layoff protections,
including requiring those companies
most likely to abuse the program to at-
test that they are not laying off an
American employee to hire an H-1B
employee. The bill even provides a
$35,000 fine for violations.

For the short term, while we are
helping to train and educate American
workers and students, we provide a
temporary 3-year increase in the num-
ber of H-1B visas. Mr. Speaker, I urge
my colleagues to take advantage of
this opportunity to promote our high-
tech companies and help our workers
now and in the future.

I urge my colleagues to look at this
as a two-pronged strategy of looking to
the short-term to insure growth in our
most promising industries and also in-
suring a continuing supply of students
with the type of technological and edu-
cational backgrounds to make that
happen.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
from California (Mr. CAMPBELL) for
yielding this time to me, I know it is
precious time, to allow me to make
these remarks.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, I thank the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. Lazio) for
his insightful remarks and courtesy.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CAMPBELL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Connecticut.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from California (Mr. CAMP-
BELL) for his helpful and enlightening
comments, and to follow the gentleman



21890

from New York (Mr. LAz10), because he
really said exactly what I would like to
say. In fact, he said in just a few min-
utes what would probably take me 10
minutes to say.

So, Mr. Speaker, I will simply asso-
ciate my comments to those of the gen-
tleman from New York and the gen-
tleman from California. I also wish to
thank the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
SmITH) for his outstanding efforts in
bringing this legislation to the floor.

Mr. Speaker, I have been a strong op-
ponent of illegal immigration. I think
we need to do a better job of cracking
down on illegal immigration. At the
same time, 1 think it is imperative
that in certain areas we increase legal
immigration, particularly in the areas
where other jobs are related. 1 believe
by bringing in people with high-tech
skills, we help create more jobs in the
United States for American workers.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Speaker, again
reclaiming my time, I have been in-
formed by the subcommittee chairman
that the distinguished ranking minor-
ity member may wish to speak, and
that it would be courteous to allow
him to do so.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. WATT), my
good friend.
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Mr. WATT of North Carolina. I thank
the gentleman for yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, I think the reason he
wanted to yield to me was that he had
represented that he was on his final
speaker, and he did not want it to look
like he had misrepresented. I under-
stand that other Members came to the
floor after that. He probably also wants
me to speak in favor of my substitute
again, but I will not take advantage of
his generosity.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Speaker, it just
adds to my admiration for the gen-
tleman from North Carolina, his can-
dor.

I yield to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. BOEHNER).

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I want
to congratulate our good friend, the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. SMITH) who
has labored with this bill along with
other Members over the course of this
year. And although the gentleman
from North Carolina has a worthy al-
ternative, I think that the bill we have
before us is an agreed-upon bill be-
tween the House and the Senate and
the administration. It is time to move
this issue forward.

There are probably a lot of people in
America who wonder why we have
guest workers, why we would bring
these special H-1B workers in. I think
it is important to note that over the
last 18 to 20 years, the American econ-
omy has grown to be the most competi-
tive economy in the world. If Members
will recall, in the late 1970s and early
19808, we were losing quickly our abil-
ity to compete.
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What has happened over the last 18 to
20 years is America, because of the in-
formation age, because of the advent of
new technology, has really become the
most competitive Nation on the earth.
The only problem is, our workers, a lot
of them, we do not have enough to fill
these very highly skilled positions.
That is why we have this temporary
guest worker program.

While I support the program, I sup-
port what we are doing here, we also
have to keep in mind that we need to
do a better job of making sure that we
have the educational resources and the
options available for U.S. citizens to
gain the skills and gain the education
to fill these positions long-term. That
is why in this bill there is some addi-
tional money for training and edu-
cation. But I think it causes us to take
a moment to think about the bigger
picture of what has to happen in our
country.

Tomorrow, hopefully, we will have
the Higher Education Reauthorization
Act on the floor of the House that will,
again, show the American people our
commitment to broadening higher edu-
cation and the availability of it for all
Americans, because long-term we have
the skills and the ability to fill these
jobs ourselves if, in fact, we make that
commitment to them.

In the meantime, we need this to
maintain our competitiveness. It is the
right thing to do. The gentleman from
Texas really does deserve a big pat on
the back for laboring through a lot of
slings and arrows from a lot of dif-
ferent directions over the course of this
year.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Speaker, in
brief recital of where 1 was before, I
was equally surprised at the additional
speakers. I had made the point that the
Smith version gives us a net increase
in temporary worker visas, the Watt
substitute does not; that it is impor-
tant to have temporary visas so that
people needed for an immediate job can
get into that job without the delay of
attestation.

But a very fundamental point has
been raised by my friends on the other
side saying that there have been lay-
offs and what sort of compassion do we
have for American workers who have
been laid off. I have a great degree of
compassion. I hear them at every town
hall meeting in my district which is a
high technology district. But the
Smith substitute, I think, cuts the
compromise just about right.

It realizes that the people who are
laid off in categories are different from
the categories where the H-1B visas are
being hired. They are simply not the
same. In high technology terms, the
layoffs tend to be in the fabrication
side, and the H-1Bs tend to be in the
engineering side. That is exactly where
we need to be importing, for temporary
engineering purposes, that brainpower
that might otherwise go to one of our
competitor countries.
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The Smith substitute makes that cut
perhaps roughly at 15 percent. Never-
theless it makes exactly the cut that
we ought to between those are truly
job shops and should be subject to an
attestation requirement and should be
subject to heightened Department of
Labor scrutiny, because they are tak-
ing jobs away from Americans, and
those legitimate American employers
who need a temporary visa for someone
to come in and provide the techno-
logical expertise that otherwise will di-
minish our competitive position.

1 close by observing that the eco-
nomic benefit is as important as the
preservation of the existing jobs. The
first being new growth for new jobs;
the second being the preservation of
existing. Without the H-1B, we will
not, 1 think, be able to guarantee the
growth of new jobs. Important as pre-
serving the existing jobs are, we must
do both. The Smith substitute recog-
nizes both of those.

A former constituent of mine, Andy
Grove, came to this country as an im-
migrant. He founded Intel Corporation
and he was Time magazine's Man of the
Year. This is the kind of talent that I
would wish to come to our country
rather, in Andy Grove's case, than stay
in Europe.

At the end of this debate, this is only
the first step. We must do far more to
retrain American workers. 1 strongly
support the provision in the Smith al-
ternative that every H-1B visa em-
ployer pay $500 that goes into a re-
training and education fund for Ameri-
cans so that they do not lose this op-
portunity in the long run. But even
that is not enough.

Legislation of my own supports a
double deduction for retraining an
American worker, not just the ordi-
nary and necessary cost of doing busi-
ness deduction but twice it, so that if
you are retraining an American work-
er, you have an economic incentive
from all of us that that person keep the
job and keep the job in this country.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself the balance of my time.

I thank my friend from California for
his very articulate and trenchant re-
marks. I urge my colleagues to vote
against the Watt amendment and for
the underlying bill.

Ms. DUNN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in sup-
port of the Workforce Improvement and Pro-
tection Act. America’s cutting-edge companies
depend on the annual admission of a small
number of highly-skilled workers under the H-
1B visa program in order to maintain a com-
petitive edge in the global marketplace. The
H-1B visa program is a timely—and often the
only—means for U.S. companies to employ
foreign-born professionals on a temporary
basis. These workers supplement the domes-
tic labor force where no American worker is
available who can perform the job.

In recent years, the high-tech, engineering,
pharmaceutical, and other industries that use
H-1B workers have enjoyed extraordinary
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growth. Demand for H-1B workers has in-
creased to a point where the annual cap of H-
1B visas was reached in May this year and is
expected to be reached even earlier in coming
years. This means that indispensable people,
who likely have been educated and trained in
the United States, will have to return home
and work for our foreign competitors instead of
staying in the U.S. to advance American com-
panies and generate jobs for American work-
ers.

In my home State of Washington, compa-
nies like Boeing and Microsoft, and the hun-
dreds of other high-tech firms just starting up,
understand the importance of H-1B visas. |
recently received a lefter from a constituent
detailing her concerns. She employs less than
10 H-1B workers in a company of over 230
employees. These workers are in key leader-
ship roles, where people with international ex-
perience and perspective, along with technical
expertise, are required. The success of these
visa holders enables this company to hire
many more American workers. Without the H-
1B visa program, this firm would be negatively
impacted, to the point where the company
could move out of my district, possibly to a
foreign country, moving 230 jobs and the en-
suing economic benefit out of the United
States.

Mr. Speaker, high-tech companies aren't the
only ones utilizing the talents of H-1B work-
ers. The Fred Hutchinson Cancer Research
Center, also in Washington State, is an excel-
lent example of the specialized abilities of
these workers. For example, Dr. Rainier Storb,
a German national, joined the bone marrow
research team working at the Center. Dr.
Storb brought unique knowledge to this team,
which subsequently developed the use of
bone marrow transplantation. This research
resulted in the clinical treatment of a host of
blood and immune system diseases.
Lymphomas and anemias, which were ter-
minal just 20 years ago, are now successfully
treated in 80 percent of cases. This work led
to the award of a Nobel Prize in Medicine. Dr.
Storb's example is simply one of a number
where the contribution of a foreign born sci-
entist led to significant scientific and health
care progress, the creation of jobs and eco-
nomic opportunity, and fraining to countless
other scientists from the U.S.

While our Nation's economic health is
strong today, | believe that we must ensure
access to the best talent the world has to offer
in order to keep this momentum. Temporarily
expanding H-1B admissions will help insure
that the United States remains the world lead-
er in the development of new technologies.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
opposition to the current version of H.R. 3738,
which drastically increases the number of
available H-1B visas while severely limiting
worker protection clauses that were contained
in the version passed out of the House Judici-
ary Committee on May 20, 1998. | am espe-
cially disturbed that the newest compromise
achieved by Senate Members and the admin-
istration late last night has been brought to the
floor today with little time for us to adequately
review this newest proposal.

| am not convinced of the need for more
temporary workers. Industry alleges there is a
great shortage among high-tech companies.
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The Information Technology Association of
America, an industry-funded group claims
340,000 information technology jobs are going
unfilled.

In March of this year, the GAO questioned
the “reliability of ITAA's survey findings,” as
not supported by the evidence. It concluded
the response rate of the survey was too low
(36%) to make an accurate projection.

It is important to note various reports which
show that industry has laid off over 142,000
American workers since the beginning of this
year. Why were they laid off if there is a short-
age?

The August 1997 Computerworld Magazine
found over 17 percent of American high-tech
workers over the age of 50 are unemployed.
If there is a shortage, why aren’t these individ-
uals being retrained and rehired?

Foreign high-tech workers generally earn
less than their American counterparts, despite
laws requiring employers to pay them “pre-
vailing wages.” A July 26, 1998 Washington
Post article found that foreign computer pro-
grammers with masters' degrees earn $50,000
compared to $70,000 that a comparably edu-
cated American worker could earn. So what
are these industries doing? Hiring cheaper
labor? Are H-1B visas being used as a con-
duit for cheap labor? It sure looks that way.
Between 1990 and 1995, computer specialist
jobs increased by only 35 percent, while the
number of visas requested by employers in-
creased by 352 percent! These companies are
more interested in hiring foreign workers than
our American workers.

In response to these concerns, the bipar-
tisan bill reported out of committee on May 20,
1998 contained worker protection clauses de-
signed to prevent foreign workers from being
hired over American workers because they are
cheaper labor. The clause simply required em-
ployers petitioning for H-1B foreign workers to
show a good faith effort to recruit Americans
first.

This simple requirement was read as too
burdensome to the industry. They argued that
it would cause "too much red tape” impeding
their ability to hire workers. Well | say to those
companies, what about the hardship faced by
142,000 laid off technology workers?

| am appalled that this simple attestation
clause has been whittled down to nothing in
the current form of H.R. 3736. This attestation
clause is now expected to reach only 5 per-
cent of H-1B employers. While the job-shops
will be required to attest that no American
workers were laid off to create the position for
the foreign worker and that workers they pro-
vide on a contractual basis to another com-
pany do not replace American workers, this is
not enough. Ninety-five percent of our workers
are left unprotected under this bill. Even with
the added authority given to the Department of
Labor in the newest compromise between
Members of the Senate and the administra-
tion, there is no guarantee that our workers
will be protected. The Department of Labor is
only allowed to investigate and punish once
there is a willful violation. What about other
violations? | am simply not convinced that our
American workers will be sufficiently protected.

Fundamental faimess requires that we take
a balanced approach when lifting the cap on
H-1B visas. We cannot raise the limit for for-
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eign workers while providing no worker protec-
tions for Americans laid off from this very in-
dustry. There was a bipartisan measure in the
House that could have passed. Now | am
forced to oppose passage of this bill unless
amended because it still does not provide
adequate protections for American job-seek-
ers.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). The question is on the
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute offered by the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. WATT).

The guestion was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, 1 object to the vote on the
ground that a guorum is not present
and make the point of order that a
gquorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 177, nays
242, not voting 15, as follows:

Evi-

[Roll No. 459]
YEAS—1T7

Abercrombie Frost Meehan
Ackerman Furse Meek (FL)
Allen Gejdenson Meeks (NY)
Andrews Gephardt Menendez
Baesler Gilman Millender-
Baldacel Gonzalez McDonald
Barcia Gordon Miller (CA)
Barrett (WI) Green Minge
Becerra Hamilton Mink
Bereuter Hastings (FL) Moakley
Berman HeMmer Mollohan
Berry Hilliard Nadler
Bisghop Hinchey Neal
Blagojevich Hinojosa Ney
Boehlert Holden Oberstar
Bonior Horn Obey
Borskl Hoyer Olver
Boswell Hutchinson Ortiz
Boucher Jackson (IL) Owens
Brady (PA) Jackson-Lee Pallone
Brown (CA) (TX) Pascrell
Brown (FL) Jefferson Pastor
Brown (OH) Johnson (WI) Payne
Cardin Johnson, E. B, Pelosi
Carson Kanjorski Pomeroy
Clay Kaptur Price (NC)
Clayton Kennedy (MA) Rahall
Clyburn Kennedy (RI) Rangel
Coburn Kildee Regula
Conyers Kilpatrick Reyes
Costello Kingston Rivers
Coyne Kleczka Rodriguez
Cummings Klink Roemer
Danner Kucinich Rohrabacher
Davis (IL) LaFalce Ros-Lehtinen
Deal Lampson Roybal-Allard
DeGette Lantos Royce
Delahunt Lee Rush
DeLauro Levin Sabo
Deuatsch Lewls (GA) Sawyer
Diaz-Balart Lipinski Schumer
Dingell Lowey Scott
Dixon Luther Sensenbrenner
Doggett Maloney (CT) Serrano
Doyle Maloney (NY) Sisisky
Ehlers Markey Skaggs
Engel Mascara Slaughter
Etheridge MeCarthy (MO) Smith (MI)
Evans MecDade Spratt
Farr MeDermott Stabenow
Fattah McGovern Stark
Filner McHale Stokes
Forbes McHugh Strickland
Ford Mclntyre Thompson
Fowler MeKinney Thurman
Frank (MA) McNulty Tierney
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Towns
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Bilbray
Billrakis
Bllley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono

Boyd
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clement
Cohle
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (FL)
Davis (VA)
DeFazlo
DeLay
Dickey
Dicks
Dooley
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Enslign
Eshoo
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fazio
Foley
Fossella
Fox
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons

Brady (TX)
Burton
Goss
Kennelly
Manton

Waters Wise
Watt (NC) Woolsey
Waxman Wynn
Weygand
NAYS—242
Gilchrest Parker
Gillmor Paul
Goode Paxon
Goodlatte Pease
Goodling Peterson (MN)
Graham Peterson (PA)
Granger Petri
Greenwood Pickering
Gutierrez Pickett
) Pombo

Hall (TX) Porter
Hansen Portman
Harman Quinn
Hastert Radanovich
Hastings (WA) Ramstad
Hayworth Redmond
Hefley Riggs
Herger Riley
Hill Rogan
Hilleary Rogers
Hobson Roukema
Hoekstra Ryun
Hooley Salmon
Hostettler Sanders
Houghton Sandlin
Hulshof Sanford
g;::e" Saxton

Scarbol
Inghis Schaﬁ::fuggh
Istook Sessions
Jenkins Shadegg
jﬁggsnn (CT) S
Johnson, Sam gﬁ:ﬁ;m
Janes Shimkus
:ga?:(’h Shuster
Kfmy Skeen
Kind (WD) Smith (NJ)
King (NY Smith (OR)
Klﬁ‘ ) Smith (TX)

Smith, Adam
ng&enbem Smith, Linda
LaHood Snowbarger
Largent g;‘y doe
Latham g
LaTourette g‘;::}f;
Lazio

Stearns
Leach
Lewls (CA) beci e
Lewls (KY) s
Linder g;‘;‘:l‘:":l
Livingston
LoBlondo Talent
Lofgren Tanner
Liucas Tauscher
Manzullo Tausin
Martinez Taylor (MS)
Matsul Taylor (NC)
McCarthy (NY)  Thomas
McCollum gomb&m
McCrery une
MelInnis Tiahrt
MecIntosh Traficant
McKeon Turner
Metcall Upton
Mica Walsh
Miller (FL) Wamp
Moran (KS) Watkins
Moran (VA) Watts (OK)
Morella Weldon (FL)
Myrick Weldon (PA)
Nethercutt Weller
Neumann White
Northup Whitfield
Norwood Wicker
Nussle Wilson
Oxley Wolf
Packard Young (AK)
Pappas Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—15

Murtha Schaefer, Dan
Poshard Skelton
Pryce (OH) Torres
Rothman Wexler
Sanchez Yates
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Messrs. PAPPAS, GIBBONS, HALL
of Ohio, SANDERS, WHITFIELD, FOX
of Pennsylvania, BILIRAKIS, EVER-
ETT, and DICKS, and Mrs. CAPPS, Mr.
CONDIT, and Ms. HARMAN changed
their vote from “yea' to ‘‘nay.”

Mr. GILMAN, Ms. McCARTHY of

Missouri, Mr. LUTHER, Mr. DIAZ-
BALART, and Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN
changed their vote from ‘“nay’ to

‘yea.”

So the amendment in the nature of a
substitute was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 513, the previous gquestion is or-
dered on the bill, as amended.

The question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 288, noes 133,

not voting 14, as follows:

[Roll No. 460]

AYES—288

Ackerman Clayton Frelinghuysen
Aderholt Clement Frost
Allen Coble Furse
Archer Coburn Ganske
Armey Cook Gekas
Baker Cooksey Gephardt
Baldacei Cox Gibbons
Ballenger Cramer Gilchrest
Barrett (NE) Crane Gillmor
Bartlett Crapo Gilman
Barton Cubin Gingrich
Bass Cunningham Goodlatte
Bateman Davis (FL) Goodling
Becerra Davis (VA) Gordon
Bentsen Delahunt Graham
Bereuater DeLay Granger
Berman Diaz-Balart Greenwood
Bilbray Dickey Gutlerrez
Bilirakis Dicks Gutknecht
Bishop Dixon Hall (OH)
Bliley Doggett Hall (TX)
Blumenauer Dooley Hamllton
Boehlert Doolittle Hansen
Boehner Drefer Harman
Bonilla Dunn Hastert
Bono Edwarids Hastings (FL)
Boswell Ehlers Hastings (WA)
Boyd Ehrlich Hayworth
Bryant English Hefmer
Bunning Ensign Herger
Burr Eshoo Hill
Buyer Etheridge Hinojosa
Callahan Everett Hohson
Calvert Ewing Hoekstra
Camp Farr Hooley
Campbell Fawell Houghton
Canady Fazio Hoyer
Cannon Foley Hulshof
Capps Forbes Hyde
Cardin Ford Inglis
Castle Fossella Istook
Chabot Fowler Jackson-Lee
Chambliss Fox (TX)
Christensen Frank (MA) Jenkins
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John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones

Kasich

Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kim

Kind (WD)
King (NY)
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio

Leach

Levin

Lewls (CA)
Lewls (KY)
Linder
Livingston
Lofgren
Lowey

Lucas
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Matsul
McCarthy (MQ)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
MeDade
MeDermott
McGovern
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
Mclntosh
Melntyre
McKeon
Meehan
Menendez
Mica

Abercromble
Andrews
Bachus
Baesler
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (WI)
Berry
Blagojevich
Blunt
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Brady (PA)
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Carson
Chenoweth
Clay
Clyburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cummings
Danner
Davis (1L)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dingell
Doyle
Duncan
Emerson
Engel
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Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Minge
Moran (K8)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Northup
Nussle
Ortiz
Oxley
Packard
Pappas
Parker
Pastor
Paul
Paxon
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (PA)
Petr}
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Redmond
Regula
Reyes
Riley
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Ryun

Sabo
Salmon
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer, Bob

NOES—133

Evans
Fattah
Filner
Franks (NJ)
Gallegly
Gejdenson
Gonzalez
Goode
Green
Hefley
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Hunter
Hutchinson
Jackson (IL)
Jefferson
Johnson (WI)
Kanjorski

Kucinich
Lampson
Lee

Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Martinez
Mascara
McKinney
McNulty
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)

Schumer
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw

Shays
Shimkus
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Slaughter
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Snyder
Souder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stearns
Stenholm
Sununu
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Tierney
Upton
Vento
Walsh
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Weygand
White
Wicker
Wilson
Woll
Woolsey
Young (FL)

Metcalfl
Millender-
MeDonald
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Ney
Norwood
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Payne
Peterson (MN)
Rahall

Rangel
Riggs
Rivers
Rodrigues
Rohrabacher
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Royce

Rush
Sanders
Sandlin
Serrano
Sherman
Smith (MI)
Smith (N.J)
Solomon
Spence
Stark
Stokes
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Taylor (MS)
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Thompson Velazquez Whitfield
Thurman Visclosky Wise
Towns Wamp Wynn
Traficant Watts (OK) Young (AK)
Turner Wexler
NOT VOTING—14

Brady (TX) Murtha Skelton
Burton Poshard Torres
Goss Pryce (OH) Waters
Kennelly Sanchez Yates
Manton Schaefer, Dan
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So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

——————

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, due
to a death in my immediate family, | was not
present during today's floor proceedings. Had
| been here, | would have voted “Yea" on roll-
call vote number 457; “Yea" on rollcall vote
number 458; “No"” on rolicall number 459; and
“Yea" on rolicall vote 460.

——————

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO
MAKE CORRECTIONS IN EN-
GROSSMENT OF H.R. 3736, WORK-
FORCE IMPROVEMENT AND PRO-
TECTION ACT OF 1998

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that, in the en-
grossment of the bill, H.R. 3736, the
Clerk be authorized to correct section
numbers, cross-references and punctua-
tion, and to make such stylistic, cler-
ical, technical, conforming and other
changes as may be necessary to reflect
the actions of the House in amending
the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

e ——

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
S. 2206, HUMAN SERVICES REAU-
THORIZATION ACT

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker's table the Senate bill (S. 2206)
to amend the Head Start Act, the Low-
Income Home Energy Assistance Act of
1981, and the Community Services
Block Grant Act to reauthorize and
make improvements to those Acts, to
establish demonstration projects that
provide an opportunity for persons
with limited means to accumulate as-
sets, and for other purposes, with
House amendments thereto, insist on
the House amendments, and agree to
the conference asked by the Senate.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania? The Chair
hears none and, without objection, ap-
points the following conferees:

Messrs. GOODLING, CASTLE, SOUDER,
CLAY, and MARTINEZ.
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There was no objection.

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’'s announced policy of Jan-
uary T, 1997, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.

e

GOP RESPONSE TO AG CRISIS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. CHAMBLISS)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. Speaker, 2
years ago, this body made a commit-
ment to the American farmer. Like a
majority of my colleagues, I stood on
this very floor during that farm bill de-
bate and promised my farmers that the
Federal Government would walk hand
in hand with them as our Nation began
the transition to a 2lst-century-based
agricultural economy, such an econ-
omy that depends less on government
and more on letting hard-working
American farmers and ranchers do
their best in producing the finest crops
and produce in the world.

Congress and the President must
hold true to our pledge and remain
committed to these free market prin-
ciples. But, at the same time, the Fed-
eral Government must recognize that
agriculture, more than any other sec-
tor of the economy, is constantly sub-
ject to conditions beyond its imme-
diate control.

Unfortunately, this has been evident
in recent years as unprecedented
weather conditions have pummeled
America’s farmers, and the effect of
these conditions upon America’s rural
communities has been devastating.

In my home State of Georgia, the
most recent study done by the Univer-
sity of Georgia places the 1998 crop
losses from forces of nature beyond the
control of farmers in the State of Geor-
gia alone at $767 million. From flood-
soaked cotton last winter to frost-dam-
aged peaches this spring to drought-
stricken peanuts this summer, not a
single crop has been spared, and the
story is the same all across rural
America.

The deteriorating state of America's
farm economy is a national priority,
and I am pleased to see the leadership
of this body stepping up to the plate
and going to bat for America’s farm
families. In the absence of presidential
leadership in addressing the crisis grip-
ping our rural communities, the Re-
publican majority has taken imme-
diate action to protect our farmers.

Our $4 billion disaster relief measure
will place real money into our farmers’
hands at a time of great need. This
money can now be used to pay off past
operating loans and help our family
farms prepare for the future crop years,
and this relief package accomplishes
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this without tearing apart the farm bill
and its commitments made to farmers.

Included in the Republican relief
measure is 2.25 billion in direct pay-
ments to farmers whose crops have
been damaged by weather-related dis-
asters, including special funds targeted
to farmers who have suffered multi-
year crop losses and those suffering se-
vere livestock feed losses. The relief
package also contains over 1.5 billion
in aid to assist farmers in dealing with
the loss of markets and the Clinton ad-
ministration’s inability to keep foreign
markets open for our farmers.

This assistance will come in the form
of one-time increases in the agricul-
tural marketing transition payments
under the 1996 farm bill. While the
damage done by the administration’s
neglect of agricultural trade cannot be
fully offset, this assistance will help
farmers make it through this tem-
porary market turndown. While the
House and Senate Republicans have
had their nose to the grindstone in put-
ting together an agriculture relief
package, our farmers have only re-
ceived a cold shoulder and hot air from
the Clinton administration on this cri-
sis. Now all of a sudden it is the fourth
quarter, and the administration wants
to get up off the sidelines and into the
game.

While I do welcome the administra-
tion in getting off the bench and join-
ing Congress on addressing this ex-
tremely important issue, I must ask
the current administration, where have
you been all year long with respect to
our farmers? In fact, just where has
this administration been on agri-
culture for the last 62 years?

When Congress passed the 1996 farm
bill and sent it to President Clinton for
signature into law, we joined American
farmers in expecting more aggressive
trade policies, reduced regulation,
lower taxes and increased agriculture
research funding. Well, what has Presi-
dent Clinton given the American farm-
er? No viable trade policy, increased
regulations, resistance to tax relief and
less funding for agricultural research.
Furthermore, the President's travels
have spanned the globe in recent
months: China, Europe, Africa, Latin
America and a number of other coun-
tries. But I have yet to see a single pol-
icy benefiting American agriculture re-
sulting from his continuous globe trot-
ting while, on the other hand, Chair-
man BoB SMITH of the House Com-
mittee on Agriculture has been suc-
cessful on several different trips abroad
in selling American farm products to
the country that he has visited.

Our farmers need strong leadership in
both good times and bad, and this ad-
ministration has failed them miser-
ably. Congress, the President and the
Federal Government made a commit-
ment to farmers just over 2 years ago.
We can provide our farmers the help we
need without turning our backs on that
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commitment. Only the Republican ag-
ricultural relief proposal accomplishes
both, and I encourage my colleagues to
do the right thing for American farm-
ers and support this relief measure.

S —————

A PICTURE OF FREE TRADE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, to-
morrow Speaker GINGRICH has prom-
ised that he would bring the fast track
legislation to the floor of the House of
Representatives.

Some years ago, this Congress passed
the North American Free Trade Agree-
ment, a disastrous trade agreement
that has led to more problems on the
Mexican border, more unemployment
in this country, more problems with
food safety, more problems with truck
safety, more problems with drug traf-
ficking, and, ultimately, a bill that
swelled, that took a trade surplus with
Mexico of $2 billion and turned it into
a trade deficit of $20 billion.

The so-called fast track legislation
which Speaker GINGRICH is presenting
to the House tomorrow is basically a
procedural issue that will allow the ex-
tension of the North American Free
Trade Agreement to the other coun-
tries of Latin America.

For those of us who voted against the
passage of NAFTA in 1993, we are par-
ticularly disturbed at the idea of ex-
panding this failed trade agreement,
the North American Free Trade Agree-
ment, to another couple of dozen Latin,
Central and South American countries.

About 12 months ago at my own ex-
pense I traveled to the Mexican border.
1 flew to McAllen, Texas, rented a car
with a couple of friends and drove
across to Reynosa, Mexico. I went to
the home of two auto workers, two peo-
ple that worked at a large American
auto plant in Mexico. Each of these
workers, husband and wife, made 95
cents an hour. They brought home
about $40 a week, each of these two
workers. They lived in a home with no
electricity, no running water and lived
in a home with dirt floors. Right be-
hind their shack was a ditch which had
some kind of effluent running in it,
certainly not clear, clean water, some
kind of waste from some industrial
plant or some sewage treatment or
whatever, and there were children
playing nearby in this ditch and nearby
this ditch.

On the other side of this ditch was
another shack where a young woman
worked who was expecting her first
child. She was in her early twenties.
She and her husband lived in this tiny
shack. She was working at another
large American company. She was
making about 90 cents an hour. She
had no electricity, no running water.
She had a plywood floor, a little bit
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better conditions. She had over in the
corner of her little shack a stove that
you might buy at an American depart-
ment store for $250 to $300 that was run
by a generator. This lady was paying
for this stove through her company,
through her employer. They were tak-
ing $10 a week from her $40 a week pay-
check, and she was paying for this
stove for 52 weeks which you could
have bought in this country for $250 to
$300.
Her brother-in-law, who lived in the
other half of her shack separated by a
cardboard, couple of pieces of card-
board stuck together, worked in an-
other American factory; and he was
suffering, his doctor said, at the age of
about 25 or 26, from some kind of neu-
rological damage, some kind of brain
damage because he every day worked
in a solution where he dipped his hands
into a lead-based solution, and over
time that lead solution caused him
damage to his central nervous system.
That same company in the United
States makes the same product but
does not use lead in its process. Why?
Because the U.S. Government will not
let that company have workers work in
that lead-based solution like that.
When you look at NAFTA, you look
at fast track, that is the picture of the
future, that is the picture of free trade
according to Speaker GINGRICH and ac-
cording to the leaders of the other
body. That kind of picture of the fu-
ture: very low wages, weak environ-
mental laws, nonenforced worker safe-
ty laws, problems with truck safety,
problems with food safety, problems
with more drugs coming across the
Mexican border into the United States.
Later that day, we traveled to La-
redo, Texas, and stood at the border be-
tween Nuevo Laredo and Laredo. That
is the port of entry where the most
trucks enter the United States, about
2,500 a day.
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Governor Bush, the Governor of
Texas, has done virtually nothing to
guarantee truck safety at that check-
point. There was one scale there, a set
of scales provided by the State of
Texas, which had been broken for three
months.

There was one Federal truck inspec-
tor there who was in charge of inspect-
ing these 2,500 trucks a day. I asked
him how many trucks he inspected per
day. and he said 10 to 12. I asked him
how many of those trucks he took out
of service because they were unsafe; he
said 9 to 11.

Clearly the problems of truck safety,
the problems of food safety at the bor-
der, the problems of drug smuggling
coming into the United States, with
more and more congestion and as more
and more traffic is coming into the
United States, clearly all those prob-
lems have been exacerbated by the pas-
sage of the North American Free Trade
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Agreement. Drug smugglers in Mexico,
drug kingpins, have bought up legiti-
mate trucking and shipping and freight
operations and warehouse operations
along the border, and are using those
legitimate operations to bring more
and more drugs into the country.

Mr. Speaker, NAFTA has failed mis-
erably; Fast Track will bring more
problems. We should tomorrow defeat
Fast Track.

REVAMPING THE MONETARY
SYSTEM

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Bass). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
PAuL) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, Mr. Speak-
er, I would like to call the attention of
fellow colleagues to the issue of three
things that have happened in the last
couple of days.

Today it was recorded in our news-
papers and it was a consequence of a
meeting held last night having to do
with a company that went bankrupt,
Long-Term Capital Management. 1 be-
lieve this has a lot of significance and
is something that we in the Congress
should not ignore.

This is a hedge fund. Their capital-
ization is less than $100 billion, but,
through the derivatives markets, they
were able to buy and speculate in over
$1 trillion worth of securities, part of
the financial bubble that I have ex-
pressed concern about over the past
several months.

But last night an emergency meeting
was called by the Federal Reserve
Bank of New York. It was not called by
the banks and the security firms that
were standing to lose the money, but
the Federal Reserve Bank of New York
called an emergency meeting late last
night. Some of the members of this
meeting, the attendees, came back
from Europe just to attend this meet-
ing because it was of such a serious na-
ture. They put together a package of
$3.5 billion to bail out this company.

Yesterday also Greenspan announced
that he would lower interest rates. I do
not think this was an accident or not
coincidental. It was coincidental that
at this very same time they were meet-
ing this crisis, Greenspan had to an-
nounce that, yes indeed, he would in-
flate our currency, he would expand
the money supply, he would increase
the credit, he would lower interest
rates. At least that is what the mar-
kets interpreted his statement to
mean. And the stock market responded
favorably by going up 257 points.

On September 18th, the New York
Times, and this is the third time that
that has come about in the last several
weeks, the New York Times editorial-
ized about why we needed a worldwide
Federal Reserve system to bail out the
countries involved in this financial eri-
sis.
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Yesterday, on the very same day,
there was another op-ed piece in the
New York Times by Jeffrey Garten,
calling again for a worldwide central
bank, that is, a worldwide Federal Re-
serve system to bail out the ailing
economies of the world.

The argument might go, yes, indeed,
the financial condition of the world is
rather severe and we should do some-
thing. But the financial condition of
the world is in trouble because we have
allowed our Federal Reserve System, in
deep secrecy, to create credit out of
thin air and contribute to the bubble
that exists. Where else could the credit
come from for a company like Long-
Term Capital Management? Where
could they get this credit, other than
having it created and encouraged by a
monetary system engineered by our
own Federal Reserve System?

We will have to do something about
what is happening in the world today,
but the danger that I see is that the
movement is toward this worldwide
Federal Reserve System or worldwide
central bank. It is more of the same
problem. If we have a fiat monetary
system, not only in the United States
but throughout the world, which has
created the financial bubble, what
makes anybody think that creating
more credit out of thin air will solve
these problems? It will make the prob-
lems much worse.

We need to have a revamping of the
monetary system, but certainly it can-
not be saved, it cannot be improved, by
more paper money out of thin air, and
that is what the Federal Reserve Sys-
tem is doing.

I would like to remind my colleagues
that when the Federal Reserve talks
about lowering interest rates, like Mr.
Greenspan announced yesterday, or al-
luded to, this means that the Federal
Reserve will create new credit. Where
do they get new credit and new money?
They get it out of thin air. This, of
course, will lower interest rates in the
short run and this will give a boost to
a few people in trouble and it will bail
out certain individuals.

When we create credit to bail out
other currencies or other economies,
yes, this tends to help. But the burden
eventually falls on the American tax-
payer, and it will fall on the value of
the dollar. Already we have seen some
signs that the dollar is not quite as
strong as it should be if we are the
haven of last resort as foreign capital
comes into the United States. The dol-
lar in relationship to the Swiss frank
has been down 10 percent in the last
two months. In a basket of currencies,
15 currencies by J.P. Morgan, it is
down 5 percent in one month.

So when we go this next step of say-
ing, yes, we must bail out the system
by creating new dollars, it means that
we are attacking the value of the
money. When we do this, we steal the
value of the money from the people
who already hold dollars.
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If we have an international Federal
Reserve System that is permitted to do
this without legislation and out of the
realms of the legislative bodies around
the world, it means that they can steal
the value of the strong currencies. So
literally an international central bank
could undermine the value of the dollar
without permission by the U.S. Con-
gress, without an appropriation, but
the penalty will fall on the American
people by having a devalued dollar.

This is a very dangerous way to go,
but the movement is on. As 1 men-
tioned, it has already been written up
in the New York Times. George Soros
not too long ago, last week, came be-
fore the Committee on Banking and Fi-
nancial Services making the same ar-
gument. What does he happen to be? A
hedge fund operator, the same business
as Long-Term Capital Management,
coming to us and saying, ‘‘Oh, what
you better do is protect the system.”

Well, I do not think the American
people can afford it. We do have a fi-
nancial bubble, but financial bubbles
are caused by the creation of new cred-
it from central banks. Under a sound
monetary system you have a com-
modity standard of money where poli-
ticians lose total control. Politicians
do not have control and they do not in-
still trust into the paper money sys-
tem.

But we go one step further. The Con-
gress has reneged on its responsibility
and has not maintained the responsi-
bility of maintaining value in the dol-
lar. It has turned it over to a very se-
cretive body, the Federal Reserve Sys-
tem, that has no responsibility to the
U.S. Congress. So I argue for the case
of watching out for the dollar and
argue for sound money, and not to
allow this to progress any further.

—————

GLOBAL CREDIT CRUNCH

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. HINCHEY)
is recognized for b minutes.

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Speaker, we have
crossed the threshold of uncertainty
and we are now entering upon a new
economic dimension. In fact, we have
been in that dimension for some time

NOW.

Recalling the global economy, it is
an area that is fraught with dangers
and difficulties for us and other econo-
mies around the world. In fact, we have
already seen its expression in East
Asia, Russia and elsewhere, and the im-
pact of the global economic decline is
going to impact on us very soon and we
need to prepare ourselves for it.

The Federal Reserve in that regard
should have lowered interest rates a
year ago when the Asian crisis first be-
came a threat. Chairman Greenspan
has told us many times that it takes a
year or more for changes in monetary
policy to express themselves and be-
come workable in the real world.
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In the meantime, things have only
gotten worse. Economies all across
Asia are depressed. Russia has col-
lapsed, and Latin America looks like it
will be the next region on the planet to
contract this economic contagion.

The first signs of trouble are showing
up on our shores: Lower corporate prof-
its, a rising trade deficit, a decrease in
exports, layoffs in the manufacturing
sector, sinking commodity prices, and,
now, a looming credit crunch.

Banks and securities firms the com-
panies that were the biggest bene-
ficiaries of the emerging market boom,
are shaping up to be the biggest losers
as these markets go bust.

Our largest financial firms gambled
trillions of dollars on these economies
in a daisy chain of derivative trans-
actions that were essentially placing
highly leveraged bets on everything
from exchange rates to interest rates
to government bonds in a variety of
countries.

When the Russian government de-
valued its currency and defaulted on
its obligations, it set off a global sell-
ing frenzy as these financial firms
struggled to meet margin calls from
their counterparts. Some of our biggest
banks have announced losses of $1 bil-
lion or more in these transactions.

Just yesterday, the New York Fed-
eral Reserve Bank orchestrated a
multi-billion dollar bailout of a sophis-
ticated hedge fund. These were not
armchair investors who got in over
their heads. This fund was run by the
former head of a leading investment
bank, two Nobel Prize-winning econo-
mists, and a former vice-chairman of
the Federal Reserve Board. It is amaz-
ing to think that losses of this mag-
nitude could happen in a market that
is essentially unregulated. It is even
more amazing that some of my col-
leagues in this Congress would tie the
hands of the one regulatory agency,
the Commodities Futures Trading
Commission, that is looking into this
situation.

The end result for the American peo-
ple is that our banks are dipping into
their reserves to cover these losses in
these speculative derivatives trans-
actions. This is money that will not be
loaned to local businesses to financial
local growth at home because it will
not be there. This is money that will
not help entrepreneurs with their
start-up ventures. This is money that
people will not be able to use to finance
new homes, cars or other major pur-
chases, because it will not be available.

It is imperative that the Federal Re-
serve's Open Market Committee lower
short-term interest rates when they
meet next Tuesday. Not only will this
send a signal to the global marketplace
that we are committed to the strength
of our economy, but it will also help al-
leviate the coming credit lunch.

Last night I introduced House Con-
current Resolution 329, calling on the
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Federal Reserve Board to lower inter-
est rates as soon as possible. I urge all
of my colleagues to join me in sending
this strong message to the Fed that the
health of our economy depends on their
expeditious action.

———

BALANCING THE BUDGET ON THE
BACK OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY
TRUST FUND

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. MINGE) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MINGE. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to address this body about the con-
dition of the budget resolution that
Congress is supposed to have passed
several months ago. Indeed, it was sup-
posed to have been completed on April
15th, and, here we are, we are in the
last seven days of September, and we
still have no budget.

Now, there are some that say, what is
the worry? Is the budget not balanced?
Can we not forget about having a Fed-
eral budget resolution that sets the
spending levels for the various pro-
grams that we operate as a govern-
ment? I submit we cannot.

There is good news. It does appear
that if you only look at what is called
the unified budget, which includes
some surplus in the Social Security
program, indeed we will have a surplus.
But if you back out this borrowing
from the Social Security program rath-
er than the surplus, it now appears
that we will have a deficit in the neigh-
borhood of $70 billion.

1t does not make sense, Mr. Speaker,
for us to continue to borrow from the
Social Security Trust Fund, to take
those payroll taxes that Americans are
paying into the Social Security pro-
gram and that their employers are
matching, and to use part of that to
operate the Federal Government.

When we say we have a surplus, we
should reserve that phrase for the situ-
ation where we are no longer borrowing
from the Social Security program.
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No, we do not have a surplus. We
have a deficit this year. We need a
budget resolution. We cannot simply
brush this off as a formality that is not
important.

There is another reason that we
ought to have a budget resolution this
yvear. That is because we are consid-
ering a reduction in taxes. I think
every Member of this body would like
to see us reduce taxes. The question is
not should we reduce taxes, but the
question is, when should we do it? A
budget resolution would help us make
this decision in a more rational fash-
ion.

The proposal that we will be consid-
ering later this week will require an $80
billion tax cut or provide for an $80 bil-
lion tax cut over a period of 5 years.
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Many of us feel that this tax cut ought
to be conditioned on first balancing the
budget without using Social Security.
We ought to say that we are not going
to somehow take money from the pay-
roll tax program and use that to sup-
port a tax cut. Instead, let us make
sure that we either cut Federal pro-
grams to support that tax cut, or we
truly have a surplus, and then have the
tax cut.

Mr. Speaker, I think it is time for all
of us in this body to call upon our lead-
ership to appoint a conference com-
mittee so that the House and the Sen-
ate can get together and finally adopt
a budget resolution.

When we adopt that budget resolu-
tion, we will know and this Nation will
know that, No. 1, we do not have a sur-
plus yet this year; and No. 2, they will
know that if indeed we are going to
talk about a tax cut, the only respon-
sible way to discuss that tax cut is
with full awareness that it is being fi-
nanced with payroll taxes that other-
wise ought to be set aside and pro-
tected for the Social Security program.

TRIBUTE TO THE LATE REVEREND
DR. AMOS WALLER

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 1
rise to pay tribute to a great organizer,
a visionary leader, a coalition-builder,
a singer, and a preacher of the gospel,
the Reverend Dr. Amos Waller, who re-
cently made his transition and passed
through this life.

Every once in a while a leader comes
along who is gifted with the ability to
magnetize people and draw them into
his presence, and keep them returning
for more of whatever it was that they
were receiving. Such has been the life
and is the legacy of the Reverend Dr.
Amos Waller, founder and pastor of the
Mercy Seat Missionary Baptist Church.

Reverend Waller was a graduate of
the Selma, Alabama, University of
Baptist Faith, and was ordained as a
minister in 1956. For the next 42 years
he has been a preacher, pastor, revival
evangelist, and lecturer, and was a
chaplin for the A.R. Leak Funeral
Home.

In addition to his work as pastor of
Mercy Seat, Dr. Waller organized the
WestSide Ministers Alliance, served
with the Neighborhood Assistance Pro-
gram in the city of Chicago’s Depart-
ment of Human Services, was politi-
cally active in his neighborhood, and
provided food and shelter for the poor
and needy members of his community.

As a matter of fact, not only did he
provide food for the needy, but he was
one who believed in the doctrine that
man does not live by bread alone, and
s0 a typical Sunday after services, hun-
dreds of people would gather in his din-
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ing room for chicken and dressing and
potatoes and turnip greens, and all of
the other delights that he was noted
for.

The Reverend Waller was a man of
great diversity who hecame a board
member of the National Baptist Con-
vention U.S.A., and was a great friend
of and worked closely with Reverend
Sun Myung Moon. In August of 1995 he
participated in an international mar-
riage ceremony where 42 couples from
his church united with over 3 million
others throughout the world as they
took and renewed marriage vows.

Reverend Waller has been a developer
of ministers and of churches, and out of
Mercy Seat came the New Home Bap-
tist Church, where the Reverend Mac
McCullough is the pastor; the Greater
St. John Baptist Church, where the
Reverend LeRoy Elliot is pastor; the
Grace Temple Baptist Church, where
Reverend Dennis Will is pastor; the
Full Gospel Church, where Evangelist
Betty Yancy is pastor: True Light Mis-
sionary Baptist Church, where the Rev-
erend Freddie Brooks is pastor; Greater
Damascus Missionary Baptist Church,
where the Reverend Curley Brooks is
pastor; New Christian Center, where
the Reverend Greg Macon is pastor,
and the Pleasant Valley Baptist
Church, where Reverend Sparks is pas-
tor.

Reverend Waller was affectionately
known as Daddy by many of the young-
er ministers in his community and
throughout the area, because he em-
braced them all.

Reverend Waller received awards
from the mayor of Chicago, the Gov-
ernor of Illinois. He and Mrs. Waller,
who preceded him in death, were pre-
sented the 1996 Parents of the Year
award for Illinois, in conjunction with
a proclamation by President Clinton
declaring July 26, 1996, as Parents Day.

Reverend Waller understood the role
of business and economic development
activities, and helped to start local
businesses; specifically, the A-1 Gar-
field Exterminating and Janitorial
Service, operated by Mr. Garfield
Major. He encouraged his parishioners
to vote and to shop in the neighbor-
hoods where they lived, a sound and
wise economic development strategy.

In the book of Matthew, the fifth
Chapter, 14th through 16th verses, we
read, ‘‘Ye are the light of the world. A
city that is set on a hill cannot be hid.
Neither do men light a candle and put
it under a bushel, but on a candlestick,
and it giveth light onto all that is in
the house. Let your light shine before
men, that they may see your good
works and glorify your father which is
in heaven.”

The Lawndale Community of Chicago
and the Nation have seen and benefited
from the good works of Reverend Dr.
Amos Waller, and now may his soul
rest in peace.
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REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 4618, AGRICULTURE DIS-
ASTER AND MARKET LOSS AS-
SISTANCE ACT OF 1998

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington (dur-
ing the special order of the gentleman
from Texas, Mr. HUNTER), from the
Committee on Rules, submitted a priv-
ileged report (Rept. No. 105-743) on the
resolution (H. Res. 551) providing for
the consideration of the bill (H.R. 4618)
to provide emergency assistance to
American farmers and ranchers for
crop and livestock feed losses due to
disasters and to respond to loss of
world markets for American agricul-
tural commodities, which was referred
to the House Calendar and ordered to
be printed.

—————

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 45678, PROTECT SOCIAL SECU-
RITY ACCOUNT, AND H.R. 45679,
TAXPAYER RELIEF ACT OF 1998

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington (dur-
ing the special order of the gentleman
from Texas, Mr. HUNTER), from the
Committee on Rules, submitted a priv-
ileged report (Rept. No. 105-744) on the
resolution (H. Res. 552) providing for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4578) to
amend the Social Security Act to es-
tablish the Protect Social Security Ac-
count into which the Secretary of the
Treasury shall deposit budget surpluses
until a reform measure is enacted to
ensure the long-term solvency of the
OASDI trust funds, and for consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 4579) to provide
tax relief for individuals, families, and
farming and other small businesses, to
provide tax incentives for education, to
extend certain expiring provisions, and
for other purposes, which was referred
to the House Calendar and ordered to
be printed.

———————

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 2621, RECIPROCAL TRADE
AGREEMENT AUTHORITIES ACT
OF 1997

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington (dur-
ing the special order of the gentleman
from Texas, Mr. HUNTER), from the
Committee on Rules, submitted a priv-
ileged report (Rept. No. 105-745) on the
resolution (H. Res. 553) providing for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2621) to
extend trade authorities procedures
with respect to reciprocal trade agree-
ments, and for other purposes, which
was referred to the House Calendar and
ordered to be printed.

NATIONAL SECURITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from Cali-
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fornia (Mr. HUNTER) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I thought
it would be appropriate today to talk a
little bit about national security, espe-
cially in the wake of the President’s re-
marks. We have had some remarkable
statements by the President in the last
several days regarding national de-
fense.

They are remarkable not because
they display any insight that is un-
usual, from my perspective, but that
they are the first admission by the
President that our military is broke
and needs fixing. When 1 say it is broke
and it needs fixing, I mean it is dra-
matically underfunded.

We spent about $100 billion more per
year in the 1980s under Ronald Reagan
than we are spending today, if we look
at real dollars. We do not have the so-
viet empire to contend with, but we
still have fragments of the soviet em-
pire, including Russia, which still has
nuclear weapons which are still aimed
at the United States.

We have now a number of nations ex-
ploding nuclear devices, like India and
Pakistan. We have Communist China
racing to fill the shoes, the superpower
shoes, of the Soviet Union. Also we
have a number of terrorist nations, or
would-be terrorist nations, around the
world, including North Korea, which
are now testing missiles and developing
missiles much more rapidly than our
intelligence service ever thought they
would.

Particularly, I think, we were
alarmed when we saw just a few days
ago, really, the North Korean Taepo
Dong-1 missile, a three-stage missile,
fired over Japan in a very long flight,
or what would have been a very long
flight, had they let it go all the way.
We realized suddenly that they were
yvears ahead of our intelligence esti-
mates in terms of building and deploy-
ing intercontinental ballistic missiles,
ICBMs.

ICBMs have an important meaning to
the United States because that means
to us as Americans, those are the mis-
siles that reach us. Short-range mis-
siles like the Scud missiles that Sad-
dam Hussein used to kill some of our
troops in Desert Storm of course can
still threaten troops in theater.

That means that if we have American
Army personnel, Marine Corps per-
sonnel, or Navy personnel around the
world, those Russian-made Scud mis-
siles, which are proliferating to a lot of
outlaw states like Iran, Irag, Libya,
Syria, and others, can fire on our troop
concentrations.

But ICBMs have a special meaning to
Americans because those are the mis-
siles that reach us in our cities. That
means, to a serviceperson who may be
serving in the Middle East, there are
lots of little missiles that can reach
him in his role as a uniformed service-
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man for the United States, but the mis-
siles that are being developed now by
the outlaw nations can reach his par-
ents and his family, his city, his com-
munity. That has a special meaning to
us.

Along with my good friend, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. CURT
WELDON) and the chairman of our com-
mittee, the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. FLOYD SPENCE), I have
taken to asking a lot of questions con-
cerning our progress in missile defense
to the Secretary of Defense and the
chairman of the Joint Chiefs when they
appear before us.

My favorite question is, if an inter-
continental ballistic missile was fired
today at an American city and was
coming in, do we have the ability to
stop it before it explodes in our com-
munity? The answer always is no.

The reason I ask that question is not
because I think maybe the Secretary
does not know the answer, but because
if we ask the average citizen in the
United States or a lot of average citi-
zens in the United States whether or
not we have a defense against missiles,
most will tell us, sure we do.

I remember watching one focus group
when they were explaining to the mon-
itor, good American citizens, hard-
working, why they thought we had a
defense against missiles. The guy that
was running the program said, how
would we shoot them down? One person
said, we would scramble the jets. Of
course, we know, a lot of us know, that
one cannot possibly catch up with an
ICBM that is traveling as fast as a 30-
06 bullet or faster with a jet.

Another person said, we would shoot
them down with cruise missiles. We
know we cannot do that, those on the
committee, because cruise missiles are
very slow compared to ICBMs.

Another said, I thought Ronald
Reagan took care of that program. But
he did not take care of the program,
President Reagan, that is, because he
was stopped by the people who sit in
this Chamber, by the U.S. Congress. We
derided his warning to us that we were
entering the age of missiles and we had
to have a defense against missiles; that
they would be proliferating around the
world to outlaw states, and that even if
the Soviet Union went away, we were
living in an age of missiles, we could
not get away from that, and we had
better start learning how to defend
against it.

0 1900

I think it is kind of interesting, Mr.
Speaker, that you are here today, the
great gentleman from New Hampshire
(Mr. Bass). 1 want to make sure you
are still there, because I remember
when I was going on and on in one of
our meetings about the need for missile
defense and I invoked the name of Billy
Mitchell. I reminded my colleagues
that Billy Mitchell was warning the
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United States in the 1920s that we had
entered the age of air power, and he so
enraged some of our service leaders
that when he sunk some ships, some
Navy ships, with bombs to show that
planes could sink ships, they promptly
court-martialed him for his candor.

He criticized, incidentally, the state
of national defense. But he was trying
to warn the United States that we were
entering an age of air power, of air bat-
tles for which we were ill-prepared. We
learned that. And only by our indus-
trial base roaring back in the 1930s and
19405 to take on the Axis Powers did we
finally prevail. But his warning was a
righteous warning it was a right warn-
ing, it was accurate. That, of course,
was the Speaker's great uncle, the
great General Billy Mitchell.

Well, today we are living in the age
of missiles. Yet we have given short
shrift and not enough money to missile
defense programs. That means that if a
leader in North Korea brings his gen-
erals in and says, What if we have a
tank war with the Americans? Can we
beat them? His generals say, No, they
have the best tanks in the world. What
if we try to take on their Navy? Can we
beat them? No, they have the quietest
submarines in the world. We will never
beat the Americans at sea. What can
we do to the Americans that they can-
not stop? His generals will tell that
North Korean leader, as I am sure they
do on a very regular occasion, They
cannot stop ballistic missiles. Why
not? I do not know. We were watching
television, they might say, watching
international television and we saw all
these congressmen, I guess they are
called, getting up and fighting against
the missile defense. They said it was a
bad thing to have war in the heavens
and to stop an incoming ballistic mis-
sile. We cannot figure it out, but the
Americans decided to not have any de-
fense. They want to be totally vulner-
able to a missile strike.

What is that North Korean or Libyan
or Iragi or Iranian leader going to tell
his Department of Defense? He is going
to tell them, Go where they are vulner-
able. Build missiles. We cannot beat
their tanks. We cannot beat General
Schwarzkopf's Army on the ground, or
what is left of it under the Clinton ad-
ministration. We cannot beat the
Navy, but we can throw missiles at
them and they have nothing to stop it.

Mr. Speaker, we need to spend a large
chunk of money. And I know there is
going to be some waste and I know
there is going to be some redundancy,
but we better spend a large chunk of
money under a national emergency
framework. That means get all the reg-
ulators out of there, get the guys out of
there that say we cannot test at this
test range because there are certain
mockingbirds that will not sleep when
we are testing missiles out here. Or we
cannot test here because this is a his-
toric site.
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It means that when the bean
counters come in and the Pentagon
says we cannot go to the system yet
because we have not checked off the
30,000 boxes and the small business set-
asides on that, it means we have to
sweep them out of the way and go on
an emergency program that is just as
important, I think, to our national sur-
vival today as the Manhattan Project
was at the end of World War II.

My father was a U.S. Marine who had
been in the Leyte Gulf operation in the
South Pacific. He was in marine artil-
lery and he was waiting for the call for
his unit to deploy and invade the Japa-
nese mainland. He did not have to do
that because we came up with the Man-
hattan Project that built the nuclear
weapon that we were forced to use at
Hiroshima and Nagasaki.

That precluded what we estimated to
be 1 million U.S. casualties in trying to
take the Japanese mainland. One of
those casualties might have been my
father. So, as tough a decision as that
was for Mr. Truman to make, I think it
was the right one and I think most
Americans agree.

Well, today we are in a race. It is al-
most as important as that race in
World War II. This is a race not to
throw offensive systems at people and
kill a lot of Russians or kill a lot of
Iragis or kill a lot of Iranians. This is
a defensive system that will shoot
down a missile in flight so that we do
not have to kill a lot of our adversaries
in a retaliatory strike.

I hope, Mr. Speaker, that this Con-
gress, under the good leadership of our
Speaker, Mr. GINGRICH, and the leader-
ship of Mr. LoTrT and a lot of right-
minded Republicans and Democrats
who realize that now missile defense is
an emergency, will come to the fore
and support a very strong, robust emer-
gency missile defense program.

We need to build on an emergency
schedule a defensive system that will
handle the missiles that North Korea is
just now testing; that will handle the
Iranian missile that was tested a short
time ago; and, will handle in fact inter-
continental ballistic missiles of all
shapes and sizes, because we can bet
they are going to be coming out us.

Mr. Speaker, let me move to another
part of the national security bill that I
think is important. Incidentally, this
bill was shepherded forward, was
passed today with a big vote and it is
the result of a lot of hard work by
great members on the Committee on
National Security, Republicans and
Democrats, starting with our good
chairman, the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. FLOYD SPENCE), a very
strong advocate for national defense.

I was sorry to see that it was the last
time this bill was going to be shep-
herded through the Committee on
Rules by the gentleman from New York
(Mr. GERRY SOLOMON), chairman of the
committee, one of the best national se-
curity Members I have ever seen.
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Mr. Speaker, want to talk a little bit
about this bill. I am the chairman of
the Subcommittee on Military Pro-
curement which helps to authorize our
ships and our planes and our tanks and
those things. This bill does provide for
ships and planes and tanks and a lot of
other things like trucks and radios and
generators and ammunition. But I can
tell my colleagues, although we pro-
vided for all those types of things, we
did not provide for much in terms of
quantity.

For example, we are only going to
build this year 1 F-16. We are only
going to build 30 F/A-18 tactical air-
craft. We have money in for the Joint
Strike Fighter, which I think is impor-
tant. We have money in for the F-22.
We are going to build some remanufac-
tured Kiowa Warriors. We are going to
build other aircraft that are on the pe-
riphery in all three of the services in
terms of being support aircraft and
combat support aircraft, but we are not
going to build a great many of those
aireraft.

We are not going to build the B-2
bomber. Remember, Mr. Speaker, we
only have 21 B-2 stealth bombers. The
great thing about those bombers was
that one of those bombers flying into a
mission area could evade and avoid
enemy air detection with their radars,
could avoid enemy SAMs and could
knock out the same number of targets
as 75 conventional aircraft. So the B-2
bomber was a great multiplier. One B~
2 equals 75 conventional aircraft. But
we killed that program. President Clin-
ton killed that program last year, and
we are only going to have 21 B-2 bomb-
ers. So, we built none of them in this
particular bill.

We are only building enough ships,
just enough to keep up to what I call
the 200-ship Navy. President Ronald
Reagan had an almost 600-ship Navy
just a few years ago. Today, we are
building toward the 200-ship Navy, a
very small Navy.

In the area of ammunition, we are
still billions of dollars short. We are
about a billion and a half dollars short
of basic Army ammunition. We are still
$300 million short of basic Marine
Corps ammunition.

Mr. Speaker, let me go to some of the
personnel problems. We are going to be
short, now we know, over 800 pilots in
the U.S. Air Force. We are going to be
short also of Navy pilots. We are going
to be short lots of sailors, the people
that go out and make the ships actu-
ally sail and deploy and do their mis-
sions.

I am told now by members of the U.S.
Navy that when our Navy ships come
in we are so short in certain munitions
that we have to take the munitions off
the decks of some of the incoming
ships and put them on the decks of out-
going ships. That means we do not
have very many. If we have to expend
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those ammunitions in a war or con-
flict, we are going to be short of ammo
very, very quickly.

We did something in this bill that I
do not think is a good thing, but we did
it at the request of the conferees.
Something we could not get through
the conference, although the House did,
I think, the right thing. That is we did
not separate men and women in basic
training.

Mr. Speaker, 1 have seen the require-
ments of infantrymen. I have seen the
requirements of being able to carry a
buddy who may weigh 220 pounds off
the field, while at the same time
maybe carrying a weapon and some
other things. I have seen the mixed pla-
toons, that is men and women in infan-
try platoons, and I will simply say that
I think we are disserving the parents of
America who are counting on having
an Army where the guy next to their
son is able to carry him off a battle-
field, along with equipment, before he
is killed.

In many, many other areas, but espe-
cially areas involving physical endur-
ance, we are shortchanging not only
the young people in the service who
have to rely on their buddy, but we are
also shortchanging, of course, the par-
ents who invite them and ask them to
join the uniformed services.

So, Mr. Speaker, we tried to get that
provision through to maintain a sepa-
ration. We know that there are many,
many personal problems that have
emanated from the lack of what I
would call good, practical, common
sense oversight with respect to train-
ing and mixing of the genders in train-
ing. I do not think we have done a serv-
ice to either the families of the young
women or the young men whom we
have thrown together in these very
tight environments in basic training.

Nonetheless, it was insisted by some
of the conferees that we maintain that
experiment in human behavior. But I
will tell my colleagues that this com-
mittee is going to be watching very
closely. The gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. BUYER) and the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. BARTLETT) and the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr.
SPENCE) and a lot of other folks who
are really concerned about that are
going to be monitoring it, along with
myself. We are going to see to it that
if there is not a reversal in the num-
bers of incidents that are arising from
that mixed training, and other prob-
lems and disciplinary problems, we are
going to come back with the bill that
we had this year.

Mr. Speaker, I would be happy to
yield to a gentleman who is a great
friend of mine, the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Military Research
and Development, who knows his stuff
on defense and has been a champion of
ballistic missile defense, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. WELDON).

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I was listening to the gentle-
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man’s special order and had to come
over and first of all praise him for not
just a special order, but for the leader-
ship role he has played on defense
issues in this Congress and in past Con-
gresses as the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Military Procurement.

The gentleman has fought long and
hard with his colleagues on the other
side to make sure that we had the
money to buy the equipment with the
very limited budget to meet the needs
of our troops. And as he has said time
and time again, we are in the midst of
a crisis right now.

In fact, 1 predict that this 10-year pe-
riod in time, the 1990s, will go down in
history as the worst period of time in
terms of undermining our national se-
curity. In the next century, people are
going to realize that the economic sav-
ings that were generated during this
administration were all done on the
backs of our men and women in the
military.

While we have been cutting defense,
and now we are in the fifteenth con-
secutive year of real defense cuts, we
have a Commander in Chief who has in-
creased our deployment rate to 26 in
the past 6 years. That compares to 10 in
the previous 40 years. And none of
these 26 deployments were budgeted
for. None of them were paid for. The $15
billion in contingency costs to pay for
those came out of the hide of the men
and women who serve in the military,
their readiness, their modernization,
and the research technology necessary
to meet the threats of the 21st century.

My friend and colleague talked about
missile defense. This issue is now be-
coming again a major national issue. It
is becoming such an issue not just be-
cause of our collective work to raise
the issue, but because of what is hap-
pening.

We were told by the intelligence
community that we would not see
these threats emerge. Earlier this year,
we saw the Iranians test, and we think
deploy right now, a medium-range mis-
sile, the Shahab 3, that threatens all of
Israel.

0O 1916

Last week we had members of the
Israeli Knesset, the chairman of their
international affairs and defense com-
mittee Uzi Landau here for a week. The
Israelis feel their backs are against the
wall because they do not have a highly
effective system that can defeat that
Shahab 3 missile. They are vulnerable,
just as our 25,000 troops in that theater
are vulnerable.

We saw the North Koreans test the
NoDong missile, and we think it has
now been deployed, which puts all of
our troops in Asia at risk, which in-
cludes Japan and South Korea. And we
have no highly effective system to take
out that NoDong. Then in August, we
saw what none of us felt would occur
because the intelligence community
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told us it would not happen for years
and that is the North Korean test of a
3-stage rocket, a 3-stage missile that
they had the audacity to fly over the
territorial land and waters of Japan.

We now have evidence that has been
based on intelligence community as-
sessments that says that this Taepo
Dong missile may be able to do some-
thing that we were told 3 years ago
would not happen for 15 years; that is,
hit the territorial lands of the United
States including all of Guam and parts
of Alaska and Hawaii.

This is totally and completely unac-
ceptable to us. And as my friend and
colleague knows, members of both par-
ties in this body and the other body
have been crying for a response, for
systems to protect our troops or allies
and our people against the threat that
missile proliferation in fact has pro-
duced. But to date we have not had
success.

I say it is largely because there has
been a lack of commitment on the part
of this administration to follow
through and to set the tone and to do
something that the gentleman has re-
peatedly asked for, and that is to mus-
ter all the resources of our country,
our national labs, our agencies, as
much as President John Kennedy did
when he mustered America to land on
the moon within 10 years.

My colleague and friend has said that
we should muster all the forces that we
have in this country to solve this prob-
lem and to provide protection. And for
those who say that we should not
worry about missile defense, that it is
something in the future, I would ask
them to look those families of those 29
young Americans who were killed 7
yvears ago in Saudi Arabia when that
low complexity Scud missile landed in
their barracks and wiped them out, tell
those moms and dads and brothers and
sisters that this threat is not here,
that it is not real.

The single largest loss of life we have
had in this decade of our American
troops was when that Scud missile was
fired into our American barracks, and
we could do nothing about it because
we had no system in place. What both-
ers me, and I think my colleague will
agree with me, is that this administra-
tion talks a good game. In fact, just
this week, they had a major press
event. They even asked that, they are
talking with the Japanese about doing
a joint missile defense initiative with
Japan. I happen to support that kind of
a concept but what bothers me is, they
are not even funding the existing sys-
tems. Yet they are putting the rhetoric
out that they want to fund an entirely
new initiative with the Japanese.

Mr. HUNTER. Maybe they think, I
would say to my colleague, maybe the
Clinton administration thinks that
they can talk those missiles down with
the Japanese.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. I tend
to agree with my colleague, that if talk
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in fact were the answer, we would have
had every missile in the entire world,
because of the rhetoric and the hot air
that has come out of this administra-
tion on its commitment to missile de-
fense. But the point is that as they did
with the Israelis and the supporters of
Israel, understand this very well, when
President Clinton went before ATPAC’s
national convention in Washington 2
years ago, he pounded his fist on the
podium and he said, we will never allow
the people of Israel to be vulnerable to
Russian Katushka rockets. He said to
them, we will help you build the Nau-
tilus program.

What he did not tell the friends of
Israel was that for the three previous
yvears he had tried to zero out all the
funding for the theater high energy
laser program, which is what Nautilus
is. And what he did not tell the friends
of Israel was that in that fiscal year,
the administration made no funding re-
quest to fund the Nautilus program. To
this date, we have not received a fund-
ing request.

As my friend knows, I had to go to
AIPAC, and I had to say to them, how
much money does Israel need to move
this program forward? The dollar
amount that we put in our defense bhill
2 years ago was not requested by this
administration, in spite of the Presi-
dent's rhetoric. It was provided by the
folks at ATPAC who gave us the num-
ber to put in the bill to provide the dol-
lar support for Israel.

Now we have a request, a situation
where they are saying we are going to
help Japan. What about the §11 billion
necessary to fund the Meads program
which we have committed to with the
Italians and Germans? What about the
money necessary to fund Navy Upper
Tier, Navy Area Wide? What about the
funding necessary to deploy PAC 3,
THAAD? What about the funding nec-
essary to help Israel continue the
Arrow program? Where is all that fund-
ing coming from when this administra-
tion has said they are going to take
our current missile defense budget
from $3.6 billion to $2.6 billion.

You cannot do it. We need to take
this message to the American people.
The friends of Israel are aware of this
rhetoric and they are on our side. But
something is happening across Amer-
ica. I wanted to come over and I want-
ed to enter into the RECORD, if my col-
league in fact will allow me, to put in
the changing mood of the American
people.

Over the past 2 months there have
been over 20 national newspapers who
have put into the Record endorsements
of the need for this country to very
quickly deploy national and regional
missile defense systems.

1 would like to, at this point in time,
put into the RECORD comments from
those 20 some odd newspapers, from all
the major cities, from the Washington
Times, the Savannah Morning News,
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the Wall Street Journal, the Daily
Oklahoman, the Kansas City Star, the
Boston Herald, the Chicago Sun-Times,
the Detroit News, the Wisconsin State
Journal, the New Republic, the Cin-
cinnati Enquirer, the Florida Times
union, the Pittsburgh Post Gazette, the
Las Vegas Review Journal, the San
Diego Union Tribune, the Indianapolis
Star, the Arizona Republic, Providence
Journal, the New York Post, the same
arguments that we have been making
that America is now beginning to lis-
ten to.

It is time this administration
stopped the rhetoric and started put-
ting the muscle where it is needed, and
that is to deploy very guickly the most
highly effective theater and national

missile defense systems that our
money can buy.
Mr. Speaker, 1 include for the

RECORD the editorial comments to
which 1 referred:
AMERICA’S EDITORIAL BOARDS SUPPORT
NATIONAL MISSILE DEFENSE
The irony in all of this is that Israel could
have a missile defense years before similar
protection is afforded Americans , .. Good
for the Israelis that they have a government
determined to protect from a real and grow-
ing danger from abroad. But could someone
please explain why Americans do not deserve
as much?
70O HIT A BULLET WITH AN ARROW,"" THE
WASHINGTON TIMES, SEPTEMBER 23, 1998
Unfortunately, it seems some lawmakers
would prefer to put their faith—and Amer-
ica’s safety—in arms-control agreements.
They trust Baghdad and Pyongyang to keep
their words more than they trust the ability
of American scientists to devise a last-resort
shield agalnst hostile attacks.
SINVITATION TO MISSILES," SAVANNAH
MORNING NEWS, SEPTEMBER 12, 1998
So it’s good to see Japanese officials wip-
ing the mud from their eyes to say that
while the object that whizzed over Japan was
probably a missile, launching a satellite
with similar sophisticated rocketry would
have sent the same wake-up call: that no
country is safe today from the very real
threat of attack by missiles carrying weap-
ons of mass destruction.
‘“'THE MISSILE PLOT THICKENS,"" THE WALL
STREET JOURNAL, SEPTEMBER 10, 1598
Bold action is needed to counter Clinton's
idle approach to defending the U.S. against a
grave and growing threat,
“VULNERABLE AND AT RISK,"' THE DAILY
OKLAHOMAN, SEPTEMBER 6, 1998
Defenses against missiles for threatened
American allies and our troops and installa-
tions overseas—and soon perhaps the nation
itself—Iis the most important national secu-
rity problem today. Everything that Con-
gress can do to prod a head-in-the-sand ad-
ministration must do so.
“MISSILE DEFENSES NEEDED EVEN MORE,”
BOSTON HERALD, SEPTEMBER 6, 1998
In fact, changing the policy goal from re-
search to deployment—as soon as possible—
will change the fundamental dynamiecs of the
research. The threat is closing in faster than
the response, and that's what must change.
MISSILE THREAT CLOSING IN FAST," KANSAS
CITY STAR, SEPTEMBER 5, 1998
Lawmakers should get the process rolling
toward development of this very necessary
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defensive system. We certainly hope no bin
laden type ever gets his hands on a ballistic
missile, but it would be grievously wrong to
relay on hope alone,

“*IN DEFENSE OF DEFENSE,"" CHICAGO SUN-
TIMES, SEPTEMBER 3, 1998
But the alternative is to leave America
without any defense against enemy missile
attack. In view of the Constitution's require-
ment that the government ‘‘provide for the
common defense,” that wouldn’t seem to be
an option.
““NORTH KOREA'S WAKE UP CALL,”” DETROIT
NEWS, SEPTEMBER 2, 1998

In these days of suicidal attackers, holding
American hostages to attack is even less de-
fensible than before. Holding them hostage
is, in fact, an invitation to attack.

**NO DEFENSE ALLOWED,"" WASHINGTON TIMES,
SEPTEMBER 2, 1998

The North Korean missile launch shows
how quickly the world can grow more dan-
gerous. The United States can't protect
itself or its friends from threats posed by
rogues like North Korea or International ter-
rorists. How many wake-up calls will Amer-
ica’s leaders get?

“MISSILE DEFENSE NEEDED,” DAILY
OKLAHOMAN, SEPTEMBER 1, 1998

America, meanwhile, is defenseless against
missile attack—whether launched by Iraq,
North Korea or another rogue state, or an
independent operator like bin Laden. Either
way the threat is real.

**MISSILE MADNESS,”" DAILY OKLAHOMAN,
AUGUST 31, 1998

If the United States walts until a terrorist
state has blackmail capability, it's too late.
Congress should update the nation’s Intel-
ligence system and protect its shore from
unexpected attack. The United States won't
win *“‘the war of the future' by relying on
weapons and strategies of the past.

“OLD STRATEGY WON'T WIN NEW WAR,™"
WISCONSIN STATE JOURNAL, AUGUST 27, 1998

Mr. Clinton’s Administration has repeat-
edly recommended cuts in missile defense
programs both in forward theaters and here
at home. One way to clearly signal terrorists
of America’s new resolve would be to reverse
this policy and restore missile defense fund-
ing to the level that existed before Mr. Clin-
ton took office.

‘A NEW TERRORISM POLICY?"’ DETROIT NEWS,
AUGUST 25, 1998

As for the religion of deterrence: Who
would like to bet the peace of the world and
the lives of hundreds of thousands of people
on the rationality of Saddam Hussein and
Kim Jong II? So far their behavior has not
seemed overly influenced by the theories of
Thomas Schelling. The point is not that de-
terrence will not work. The point is that de-
terrence may not work. and there are now
many more places, and inflamed places,
where It may fail. . . So, then, are there
land-based systems that belong in the secu-
rity posture of the United States, as one of
its many elements of defense and deterrence?
In a madly proliferating world, the question
must be asked.

*‘SHIELDS UP,”’ THE NEW REPUBLIC, AUGUST 17

AND 24, 1998

It surely hasn’'t escaped the notice of this
country's enemies that the U.S. has abso-
lutely no defense against ballistic missile at-
tack. The fact that the U.S. cannot shoot
down a missile heading for an American city
is a powerful and dangerous incentive for the
bin Ladens of the world to acquire one.
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“THE NEXT TERRORISM,"' THE WALL STREET
JOURNAL, AUGUST 21, 1898
We may always have terrorists gunning for

us. Congress needs to move ahead with a

strategic missile defense and hardening U.S.

defenses against biochemical weapons of

mass destruction.
‘‘EMBASSY BOMBINGS,"' THE CINCINNATI
ENQUIRER, AUGUST 13, 1998
Does anybody doubt that the terrorists in

Tanzania and Kenya would have bombed a

U.8. city, rather than obscure embassies, if

they had the weaponry? In time, they may

get the weapons. Americans need protection.
“REVIVE STAR WARS,"' THE FLORIDA TIMES-
UNION, AUGUST 13, 1998
Missile technology is spreading more rap-
idly than predicted while the United States
still has no missile defense whatever . . . The

Iranian missile launch is another sobering

warning: It's time to move faster on missile

defense.
“DON"T WAIT ON DEFENSE SYSTEM UNTIL IT'S

TOO LATE,"" KANSAS CITY STAR, AUGUST 9, 1998
The fact that the United States has abso-

lutely no defenses against ballistic missile

attack is an unacceptably large negative in-
centive to this country’'s enemies. The way
to deter them is not by signing more archaic
arms-control agreements but by researching
and deploying a national missile defense sys-
tem as quickly as possible after the next
president takes office.
“'EARLY WARNING," THE WALL STREET
JOURNAL, JULY 29, 1998

To be sure, a workable missile defense 1s
better than nothing; it is one more protec-
tion, even if it Is not total. And in devel-
oping such a system, sclentists stand to
make important technological break-
throughs with spin-offs in other fields.

““A NEW ARGUMENT FOR MISSILE DEFENSE DE-
SERVES SERIOUS STUDY,” PITTSBURGH POST-
GAZETTE, JULY 29, 1998
The Iranian missile test has energized calls

from the congressional leadership for imme-

diate attention to building and deploying an
anti-missile defense system to protect the

United States from incoming warheads . . .

President Clinton should heed the calls to

develop an ABM system.

**‘MISBILE THREAT LOOMS,”” LAS VEGAS REVIEW-

JOURNAL, JULY 28, 1998
Recent events are challenging the Clinton

Administration’s relaxed assumptions about

the need for a defense against ballistic mis-

siles. And none too soon we think.

“MISSILE DEFENSES DESERVE URGENT PRI-
ORITY,"” SAN DIEGO UNION-TRIBUNE, JULY 27,
1998
It's easier for some to worry about global

warming that may or may not be resulting

from human activity than it is to recognize
the real threat of a missile crisis that could
be prevented with a defense system along the
lines Ronald Reagan urged on the nation so
many years ago.

"“"REAGAN WAS RIGHT," DAILY OKLAHOMAN,

JULY 23, 1998

There are indications that the administra-
tion will dismiss the Rumsfeld report as po-
litically motivated and continue with its go
slow approach. Clinton’s 1999 budget request
calls for just under $1 billion for national
missile defense . . . But Americans should
take this report [from the Rumsfeld Com-
mission] seriously and demand action from

Congress.

“A VERY REAL THREAT,” THE INDIANAPOLIS
STAR, JULY 23, 1998
The Clinton Administration has used the
three-year-old [NIE] assessment by the CIA
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as an excuse to take its time developing a
national missile defense. The new [Rumsfeld]
report issued last week indicates that policy
is foolhardy. Ronald Reagan was right about
the need for this sort of pro-active defense,
so that never again would America have to
rely on nuclear attack weapons to deter a
possible foe. :

*“FORCING THE ISSUE,” THE DAILY OKLAHOMAN,
JULY 22, 1998

The Clinton Administration has for too
long thwarted research and development and
delayed deployments of effective defenses
against missile attack. The message of the
Rumsfeld commission is that there will be
consequences to pay continuing the status
quo. Dangerous consequences for all of us.
“UNPROTECTED AMERICANS, TIME FOR A

CHANGE,"” THE ARIZONA REPUBLIC, JULY 20,

1998

The Rumsfeld panel’'s report is the latest
sign that the United States will have to en-
gage in more serious research, and make
heavier investments, in anti-missile defenses
that can help protect the public against
menacing threats—and possibly even out-
right attacks—by rogue nations headed by
irrational leaders.

‘'WE STILL NEED A SHIELD," PROVIDENCE
(RHODE ISLAND) JOURNAL, JULY 20, 1898

Enough is enough. We have in the Rums-
feld Commission report evidence aplenty
that we are facing a serlous national secu-
rity threat. To continue to leave Americans
vulnerable is unconscionable.

“BVERY ROGUE HIS MISSILE,"’ THE WASHINGTON
TIMES, JULY 20, 1998

The commission’s report should revive de-
bate over development of an anti-ballistic
missile system. Perhaps some of the money
that Congress now spends on pork-barrel
projects the Pentagon neither wants nor re-
quests could be used to enhance the nation’s
defense against the newest, and most unpre-
dictable, members of the world’s nuclear
club.

“‘RENEW ANTI-MISSILE DEBATE,"” WISCONSIN
STATE JOURNAL, JULY 20, 1998

The emerging threat from countries like
Iran, Iraq, and North Korea makes it irre-
sponsible for America not to do whatever it
can as soon as it can to develop a shield
against these terrifying weapons.

*“THE FINAL FRONTIER,"" NEW YORK POST, JULY
19, 1998

In this new age of emerging, virulently
hostile nuclear powers, the United States
must expeditiously negotiate with Russia an
end to the ABM Treaty and deploy an anti-
missile defense system.

““NAKED AMERICA," LAS VEGAS REVIEW
JOURNAL, JULY 17, 1998

Until this odd Administration, we thought
a President’s first duty was to the common
defense. At least Congress is a co-equal
branch of government. And armed with the
substance of this [Rumsfeld] report, it has a
stronger political case for the more urgent
development of missile defenses.

“'ZERO WARNING,” WALL STREET JOURNAL,

JULY 16, 1998

North Korea soon will have a missile that
can reach Alaska and Hawali, does anyone
think this mad regime will show the mili-
tary prudence of the Soviet Union? Saddam
Hussein would have fired nuclear weapons at
the anti-Iraq coalition if he had had them
and some of his Scud missiles did get
through; does anyone think the world has
seen the last of Saddam's {1k? . . . Repub-
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licans must lead the nation to act against

real danger and abandon the foolish consola-

tion of treaties with nonexistent adversaries.

“IT'S TIME FOR MISSILE DEFENSE,”" THE BOSTON
HERALD, JULY 12, 1998,

Mr. HUNTER. 1 thank my friend for
his excellent comments and for his
leadership. I remind him that a couple
of years ago, I think it was 1987, when
the Israelis were building the Lavi
fighter or embarking on the Lavi fight-
er program, which was kind of a mid-
range fighter aircraft that they
thought they needed, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. WELDON) and I
and several other members on the Com-
mittee on National Security sent a let-
ter to the Israeli leadership saying, if
yvou had an attack by aircraft from a
neighboring Arab country, and I think
then we were thinking of Syria, you
would shoot them all down before they
got to Tel Aviv. But if you were at-
tacked by ballistic missiles, Russian-
made ballistic missiles coming from a
neighboring Arab country, you would
not be able to stop a single one. That is
the essence of our letter.

We urged them to begin the Arrow
missile program, the Arrow missile de-
fense program. As a result of that,
partly as a result of our letter and the
result, I think, of a lot of other factors
and also the importance, the realiza-
tion by the Israeli leadership that they
were in the missile age, they realized
that even if we do not and they would
have to defend against these missiles
sooner or later, they began that pro-
gram, the Arrow missile defense pro-
gram. And it is going very well. They
have had a number of successes. I have
often thought that here we have a very
small country, and it seems that they
have been able to do more with a hand-
ful of scientists and a couple of pickup
trucks than we have been able to do
with this big defense apparatus, big De-
partment of Energy apparatus and this
huge bureaucracy. And maybe it is be-
cause we have a huge bureaucracy, but
I think more important than that, it is
because we have an administration in
the White House that does not really
want to do it.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. The
gentleman raises a very interesting
point. In fact, two hours ago I met with
the senior leaders of the Israeli com-
pany building the Arrow program in
my office as well as Israeli officials.
They have had the success the gen-
tleman refers to. In fact, this past
week they had another success with
the Arrow program. But it gets down to
a basic philosophical debate in this
city where the liberals want to tell us
that arms control agreements and
arms control regimes will provide the
security protection we need.

And many on our side, like myself
and my colleague are saying, you need
systems because you cannot always
trust those other signatories to the
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arms control regimes. But this admin-
istration has failed in three different
ways.

First of all, they have not committed
themselves to force the deployment of
missile defense systems, partly because
they want arms control agreements.
This administration has the worst
record in enforcement of arms control
agreements in this century. Two
months ago I did a floor speech where
I documented 37 instances of arms con-
trol violations by Russia and China,
where Russia and China sent tech-
nology to India, to Pakistan, to Iraq,
to Iran, to Syria, Libya and North
Korea. In those 37 instances, the ad-
ministration imposed sanctions three
times and then waived the sanctions in
each of those cases. So it should be no
surprise to us when India and Pakistan
saber rattled each other. We saw China
sending 11 missiles to Pakistan. We
saw the ring magnets going to Paki-
stan for their nuclear program. We saw
the Russians sending technology to
India.

Why should we then be surprised
when these two countries are going at
each other? We did nothing to stop
that proliferation because this admin-
istration did not enforce the very arms
control agreements that they maintain
are the cornerstone of their security
arrangements worldwide.

So not only have they not funded
missile defense, they have not even en-
forced the arms control agreements
that they maintain are the basis of sta-
bility in the world, and they have cre-
ated the false impression through their
rhetoric that they really are concerned
about having systems in place to pro-
vide protection.

For all of those reasons, I think we
are more vulnerable today, our allies
are more vulnerable today than at any
point in time in my lifetime.

Mr. HUNTER. The gentleman makes

an important point. I know he is on the
select committee, the special com-
mittee that is looking at this adminis-
tration’s transfer of technology to
Communist China with respect to sat-
ellite technology and missile tech-
nology. I saw what I thought was a
great cartoon the other day. Some car-
toons really hit close to home. It had a
truth to it.
_ The first question in the cartoon was,
which country’s missile technology has
the Clinton administration most im-
proved? And the second part of the car-
toon was, Communist China’s.

And the gentleman, I would ask him
to make any comments that he can
make at this time because I know he is
on the special committee, but basically
this administration allowed the top en-
gineers and scientists in this country,
people who can go out and examine a
missile and tell what is wrong with it,
they allowed them to interchange and
meet with and send papers to the Com-
munist Chinese rocket scientists who
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were having real trouble making the
Long March missile work.

The Long March missile is a missile
that the Chinese Communists use for
two things. One is they put up sat-
ellites with them. Some of our satellite
companies in the United States hire
them to shoot our satellites up on their
missiles. But the other use of the Long
March is they have nuclear warheads
on some of them aimed at cities in the
United States.

It is not in our interest for the Long
March missile to work. Especially if it
is launched at Los Angeles. However,
our engineers, under the permissions or
the negligence of the Clinton adminis-
tration, were allowed to engage for
months at the request of the Chinese
Communists, after they had some fail-
ures with the Long March missile
launching a satellite, to engage with
them and show them what they were
doing wrong and after that series of
interchanges, their most important
type of Long March missile, as I under-
stand it, has not had a failure.

That means we helped them fix what-
ever was wrong. That reminds me
about the joke about the three guys
who were caught by Khomeini and they
were going to be guillotined, and the
first one got under the guillotine and
Khomeini ordered pull and the guillo-
tine came halfway down and stuck.
Khomeini said, that must be a message
from Allah, let this man go. The second
guy gets under there and he says, pull,
and they pull it, sticks halfway down.
Another message. Let him go. The
third guy gets under and says, I think
I see your problem. That is kind of
what we did with the Chinese and the
Long March missile.

0 1930

Here we are, the target of those mis-
siles carrying nuclear warheads, and
our engineers are over there in China
showing them what is making the mis-
giles crash after they have only gone a
few miles. We want those missiles to
crash.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. If the
gentleman will continue to yield, obvi-
ously, I am not authorized to divulge
information from the select commit-
tee's investigation, but I can relate one

- piece of information that is in the pub-

lic domain that I think points up ex-
actly what the gentleman is referring
to very clearly.

Before 1996, China had no high-speed
supercomputers. None. The only two
countries that manufacture high-speed
supercomputers are the U.S. and
Japan. Japan's export policy has been
very rigid and very tight. Up until 1996,
so was ours. In 1996, things began to
change. Export waivers began to be
issued. Presidential waivers began to
be issued. For whatever reason. The
bottom line. Today, there is public in-
formation, on the record, that China
has over 100 high-speed supercom-
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puters, all of which were obtained from
the U.S., which gives China, listen to
this fact, more high-speed supercom-
puting capability than our entire De-
partment of Defense, within 2 years.
That is on the record, in public docu-
ments provided by this administration,
in terms of what capability China has.

Now, I am not against engaging
China. In fact, 1 led two delegations
there last year. I am for an engage-
ment that is based on candor and
strength, much like the engagement I
think we should have with Russia. But
facts are facts. They do not need over
100 high-speed supercomputers to do
computational research. They need
that kind of supercomputer research to
design nuclear bombs, nuclear weap-
ons, and to be able to do testing of nu-
clear systems, like we are doing with
our ASCII Blue project.

The 100 supercomputers that China
has, I would maintain many of them
are being used in developing new gen-
erations of weapons that China is, in
fact, today working on. Prior to 1996,
they had none. From 1996 until today
they have in excess of 100. Again, more
than the entire supercomputing capa-
bility of our Defense Department. If
that is not an outrage, I do not know
what is.

And I thank my colleague for yield-

1ng.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleague and thank him for his
contribution here today. I think he is
one of the great experts in defense in
our House and he has done a great job
as the R&D subcommittee chairman.

Mr. Speaker, how much time do we
have left?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Bass). The gentleman from California
(Mr. HUNTER) has 24 minutes remain-
ing.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, one other
thing I wanted to comment about
today, because it is coming up on the
House floor, is so-called fast track, and
I just want to tell my colleagues why I
do not think this President, this ad-
ministration, should be entrusted with
fast track.

Fast track is power. It is a power
that we give American presidents, we
as Congress, who are vested under the
Constitution, or chartered under the
Constitution with the obligation of
making trade agreements. We give up
some of that trade agreement power,
power to negotiate the agreement, to
the executive branch; to the President.
And so the President, instead of all the
Congressmen making the deals and the
committees being involved in all the
details, the executive branch goes out
and makes the deals, like NAFTA, and
then they bring them back to the
House of Representatives and to the
Senate and we vote on them.

Now, I would say, first, a couple of
things. First, I think that the negoti-
ating team that the President has, that
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he has utilized for trade deals, has not
been a very competent team. And I am
thinking of the port entrance treaty
that we made, or agreement that we
made with Japan where we were going
to be able to get some liberalization
from Japan for other people coming in
and unloading in ports around Japan.
In that deal we were totally finessed.

I think of NAFTA, primarily nego-
tiated by another administration but,
nonetheless, by a bureaucracy that
started with a $3 billion trade surplus
in favor of the U.S. and today is in a
$15 billion trade loss.

Now, the great thing about being a
free trader, and I like free traders, I
have a great sense of humor about
them, but the great thing about being
a free trader is they never have to say
they are sorry. If we have a trade sur-
plus with a nation, they say that is
great; and if their deal makes a trade
loss with a nation, a loss for America,
they say that is great, too. Today we
have a $15 billion trade loss with Mex-
ico. We went from a surplus of $3 bil-
lion to a $15 billion loss.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. As
the gentleman knows, as a Republican
and a colleague, I supported the same
position he did on NAFTA, which is op-
position to NAFTA, because I felt that
this administration would not impose
the requirements on Mexico in terms of
improving wage rates and labor condi-
tions and tougher environmental laws.
So in not doing that, our companies
would, in fact, fly south to Mexico,
which they have done.

But the interesting point that I want
to tie in here is organized labor has
been so quick to criticize Republicans
on issues like NAFTA when, in fact, it
was this administration who shoved
NAFTA down our throats in the Con-
gress.

And I want to raise one more point.

Mr. HUNTER. President Clinton
pushed NAFTA.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Abso-
lutely.

Mr. HUNTER. He rammed it through.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. As he
is doing with fast track this week.

I want to raise one more additional
point before I leave and let my col-
league finish his time. Unlike most of
my Republican friends, I get strong
support from organized labor, and I am
proud of that. I come from a working
class family and understand the needs
of working class people. My friend, I
think, probably has many similar
votes. I do not know if he has the sup-
port I do, but I get a lot of support
from labor.

I had a group of steelworkers in
today asking me about what I was
going to do on fast track. I asked them
this question: Where has the AFL-CIO
been on the one million union jobs that
have been lost in this country because
of this administration’s cuts in defense
and aerospace?
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Now, we have heard Members get up
and rale about the loss of decent pay-
ing wages and how critical that is. One
million U.S. union jobs were lost in the
past 6 years from cutbacks in defense
and aerospace budgets. The AFL-CIO
did not issue a peep. Union workers,
steelworkers who were building the
ships at Bath Iron Works, UAW work-
ers who were building the C-17, people
who were building the F/A-18-Cs and
Ds, all of these cutbacks that have oc-
curred across the country were with
union plants. IBEW workers, UAW
workers, steelworkers, Teamsters.
Where was the AFL-CIO? Where was
that on the rating card of rating Mem-
bers of Congress on their votes? Why
was no member of either party rated
for not voting to provide the funding
support to keep those union jobs in
place?

And to all those union brothers and
sisters out there who are today work-
ing at labor positions making one-half
or one-third or one-fourth of what they
used to make, I ask them, what did
their union dues go for? Their union
dues did not go to fight for those jobs
they now do not have. One million of
them are out of work today because
the only area we have cut in the Fed-
eral budget for the past 6 years has
been the defense budget. The only area.

Sure, we can talk about decreasing
the level of increase, and we call that a
cut. And we all know that is not what
we are talking about with defense. De-
fense is the only area of the budget
that has sustained real cuts above the
rate of inflation to gut the program
itself. And that has resulted in one mil-
lion American men and women who
carry the union card who have lost
their jobs.

When we cut the MilCon budget, the
gentleman knows the requirements of
the Federal Government, even though
many on our side oppose it: Davis-
Bacon. So who benefits or who loses
when we cut the MilCon defense budg-
et? All of those building trades: the
steamfitters, the pipefitters, the brick
layers. They are the ones who lose be-
cause we have cut back on MilCon con-
struction projects, all of which must be
done according to Davis-Bacon pre-
vailing wage rates.

Where has the AFL-CIO been? It has
been like this: With its fingers in its
ears, its hands over its eyes, and its
hands over its mouth. It has not spo-
ken one word on behalf of the union
members who are today out of work be-
cause of those cuts.

Mr. HUNTER. My friend makes a
great point, and there is one other
thing that we have done for every
union worker and every nonunion
worker in this country, and it was done
by Presidents Reagan and Bush, and
that is that we built a military that
was strong enough.

Besides providing those millions of
jobs, one million of which have been
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cut by the Clinton administration, but
besides providing those jobs, we fielded
a force, a military force, which, since
1991, has been cut roughly in half, but
which was so strong in 1990 and 1991,
that when we took on Saddam Hussein
in the sands of the Middle East, even
though we sent over, in my under-
standing, 40,000 body bags, that is
where they put the bodies of the dead
Americans after they have been killed
in battle, we sent over 40,000 empty
body bags, only a very few Americans
came back in those bags because we
were so strong that we won overwhelm-
ingly without many casualties. If* we
had to fight that war today, having cut
the Army from 18 to 10 divisions, our
air power from 24 air wings to only 13,
and our navy ships from 546 ships to
about 333 ships, we could not win over-
whelmingly. We would lose more Amer-
icans.

The gentleman knows how great it is
when we go to a union picnic and we
see, like during Desert Storm, all those
bumper stickers saying, ‘I support our
men in Desert Storm’, “‘I support our
troops,’” *I support our soldiers.”” The
best service we can do for working men
and women is to see to it that they
come home, when they are of service
age; that they come home alive, with
all their faculties. And if they are re-
tired and they have a couple of kids
out there, to see to it that their kids
come home alive, with all their fac-
ulties. That is why we need a strong
defense. I thank my friend for bringing
that point up.

Mr. Speaker, let me just close on this
pending fast track, and why I think it
is a bad idea. I think we have estab-
lished that trade deals are business
deals. And if we look at the trade lob-
byists and some of the proceedings that
are now being investigated with re-
spect to this administration, I do not
think we can give them a clean bill of
health and say that they were not un-
duly influenced by some bad elements.
I think that is putting it charitably.

Secondly, I think they just are not
smart enough or good enough to make
good deals. After 4 years of making
deals with China, we have now a trade
deficit with Communist China that is
over $40 billion a year. So we have lost
in trade with China. The merchandise
trading lost this year was a loss to the
United States, according to our own
statistics from the Clinton administra-
tion, of over $240 billion.

So the first rule is, if we have a guy
who is a businessman who always loses
money, we do not trust him with all
our money. That is pretty simple. That
is a very basic thing. We have, unfortu-
nately, Mr. Speaker, folks in the Clin-
ton administration who are losers,
proven losers with respect to making
trade deals, and we should not entrust
all of this power to them. So not this
President and not this time.

Mr. Speaker, I will be back with the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
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WEeELDON) and other members of the
Committee on National Security to
talk a little bit more about the need to
rebuild national defense over the next
several weeks.

SOCIAL SECURITY AND THE
REPUBLICAN TAX PROPOSALS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker's announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) is recognized for
60 minutes as the designee of the mi-
nority leader.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, tonight
I have a number of my colleagues,
Democratic colleagues, who would join
me this evening to talk about the issue
of Social Security in the context of the
tax proposals that the Republicans
plan to bring to the House floor tomor-
row as well as Saturday of this week.

Mr. Speaker, the Republicans, in my
opinion, are moving full steam ahead
with this plan to raid the budget sur-
plus to pay for tax cuts instead of put-
ting that money where it rightly be-
longs, and that is into Social Security.
Make no mistake about it, Mr. Speak-
er, the Republican tax bill is a direct
assault on Social Security. The budget
surplus that the Republicans want to
use to pay for their tax cuts that they
are going to be putting before this
House tomorrow or Saturday do not
exist. There is no budget surplus. The
only portion of the Federal budget that
is in surplus is the Social Security
Trust Fund. In fact, without Social Se-
curity, the Federal budget would still
be in a deficit this year.

According to the Congressional Budg-
et Office, Social Security will take in a
$101 billion surplus this year. But CBO
also projects the total surplus for the
Federal budget this year to be $8 bil-
lion. If we do the math, Mr. Speaker,
we find that without the surplus in the
Social Security Trust Fund, the total
Federal budget would have a $93 billion
deficit in 1998.
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The story is the same if we project
the numbers out even further. The CBO
projects that without the Social Secu-
rity surplus, the Federal Government
would run a $137 billion deficit over the
next five years. Over the next 10 years,
CBO projects a $1.6 trillion deficit for
both the Social Security trust fund and
the total Federal budget. In other
words, every single penny of surplus
the Federal Government is expected to
take in over the next 10 years will
come from the Social Security trust
fund. Because the Federal Government
borrows from the Social Security trust
fund to pay for other government pro-
grams, by the year 2008 the general
fund of the Treasury will owe Social
Security $2.52 trillion. I do not want to
just keep going into these numbers, I
would like to yield some time to some

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

of my colleagues this evening, but I
want to say that when I talk to my
constituents back in the district, re-
gardless of these numbers, they under-
stand the reality. They understand,
particularly the senior citizens
amongst my constituents, that we have
been borrowing from the Social Secu-
rity trust fund now for a number of
years and that that money has to be
paid back at some time in the future.
So it is very deceptive, I would say, on
the part of the Republican leadership
to propose a tax cut bill knowing full
well that this has to come from the So-
cial Security trust.

I would like to yield some time to
some of my colleagues this evening to
talk about this. Democrats as a party
have joined with President Clinton in
pointing out from day one this year,
the President actually mentioned it in
his State of the Union address back
last January, that it is imperative that
we do what we can this year, if not now
in future Congresses, to correct the
problems that we will face with Social
Security 10, 20, 30 years from now, be-
cause there will not be enough money
in the trust fund to pay for that gen-
eration of baby boomers that will be-
come 65, that will be senior citizens at
the time. And so all we are really say-
ing as Democrats is the time is now to
think about what we are doing here.
We just got into a situation where we
have some extra money being gen-
erated from general revenues because
the economy is good and we passed this
Balanced Budget Act last year, let us
not now before we have time to think
about it just go hog wild, in effect, and
start spending money on a tax cut
which essentially is just coming from
the Social Security trust fund.

I yield to my colleague the gen-
tleman from Maryland who has been
making this point many times to me
over the last few weeks.

Mr. WYNN. I thank the gentleman
from New Jersey for yielding and I
thank him for his leadership on this
issue. I am pleased to join with him to-
night in talking about the issue of tax
cuts, phony tax cuts, and the more im-
portant issue of saving Social Security.
There is a difference in this evening’s
debate. The Republicans are here with
an election-year gimmick, election-
vear candy which basically says to the
American people, “I know what you
want and I'm going to give you a tax
cut.”” We take a longer term view on
the Democratic side. We believe that
the most responsible thing we can do is
not give an election-year gimmick but,
rather, to protect and save Social Se-
curity first, to look forward 20 years
when we really need to address the
problem of an insolvent Social Secu-
rity system and say, “Let's plan now
for that day.” The way we plan now for
that day is quite simply by saving all
the money in this projected surplus
and putting it toward Social Security
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and not toward some kind of election-
year tax break gimmick.

Let us talk about taxes for a minute
because I think there is a certain my-
thology that has been perpetrated by
the Republicans with respect to why
we need these tax cuts. One of the first
things we will hear will be a phrase
that reads something like this: Taxes
are a crushing drain on the American
economy. The fact of the matter is, Mr.
Speaker, that that is not true. The
economy is doing very well. There is no
crushing drain. There is no over-
whelming burden on our economy. Our
economy is today the best it has been
in 30 years. We have low unemploy-
ment. More people are working. We
have low and stable interest rates. We
have increased business starts. We have
fewer bankruptcies. So where is this
crushing burden that my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle want to talk
about? It does not exist. It is a myth.
It is a part of their election-year ra-
tionale to suggest that they have got
the solution for the American public.
There is no crushing drain or over-
whelming burden on the American tax-
payer. They say, ''Oh, yes, there is.”

Item number 2, they will tell you
that the tax rates are too high on the
average American. That, too, is a
myth. It is not true. The tax rates for
the average American family with two
children are the lowest they have been
since 1978. Tax rates for even the folks
in the highest brackets are lower than
they have been since the 1960s and the
1970s. So when Republicans run down to
the well and start talking about the
tax rate on the American citizen is too
great and somehow government’s hand
is in their pocket, they are not telling
you the truth. What we have given you
with the balanced budget and a healthy
economy is tax rates that are in fact
lower than they have been in many,
many years.

Third, they will say, well, what about
as a percentage of gross domestic prod-
uct? The Republicans will try to sug-
gest to you that tax revenues as a per-
centage of gross domestic product is
the highest that it has ever been. Well,
yes, tax revenues are high. Why? Be-
cause more people are working and
more people are paying taxes. So that
is not a problem. That is a by-product
of a healthy economy. People are work-
ing. They pay more taxes. It is not a
drain. It is a positive by-product. There
is a second by-product that is the re-
sult of this healthy economy that im-
pacts on the tax revenue and, that is,
millionaires. Yes, millionaires. Our
economy has generated numerous mil-
lionaires as a result of the stock mar-
ket. When they take their profits out,
they pay capital gains tax. Those cap-
ital gains tax from the millionaires go
toward the general fund and increase
our tax revenues. So we have a healthy
revenue picture but it is not because
there is an overwhelming or dispropor-
tionate burden. It is because people are
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paying more taxes because they are
earning more money, or in the case of
the millionaires, they are making more
profits. So we see that this mythology
that has been developed around the no-
tion of we need massive tax cuts to
save this country simply is not true.

Now let us look at the Democrats’
proposal. We say that the most signifi-
cant issue in American politics today
is saving Social Security. We know
there is a day coming when the baby
boom generation will become eligible
for Social Security and when that day
comes if we do not make some adjust-
ments, we will be facing an insolvent
Social Security system in the year
2020. By the year 2030, we will not be
able to make our payments on time.
That is the problem that we as public
officials ought to be dealing with, not
some tax gimmick because it is elec-
tion year but a serious consideration of
how we can address the Social Security
problem.

Now, this administration, led by
President Clinton, has said very simply
this. What we ought to do is take any
surplus that we get and put it aside to
save Social Security, so that it will
help us address this insolvency problem
when it arrives. We will have to do
other things: We will have to have a
commission, we will have to come up
with hard recommendations but cer-
tainly we need to start putting some of
this money aside. But the thing we
have to keep in mind is we do not even
have the money yet. We do not have
the surplus yet. It is a projected sur-
plus. Some people say, ‘‘Let's wait at
least until the black ink dries before
we start spending it.”” We should not
start spending. We should not start
giving it away. We should start saving
it. That is what the Democrats are pro-
posing. It is long-range thinking. It is
thinking that will protect our commu-
nity, our young people in years to
come. I think that this is the way we
ought to go. I think this is the sound
public policy. That is why when we
take up this debate over the weekend
we are going to say, no, save Social Se-
curity first, then talk about tax cuts
after we have a serious proposal to save
Social Security.

The gentleman from New Jersey has
done a wonderful job leading this issue.
I thank him for allowing me to have a
few moments this evening.

Mr. PALLONE. I want to thank the
gentleman for his input into this. One
of the things that the gentleman point-
ed out which I think is so important is
the projections that we are working
with now are basically assuming a good
economy, or an economy that grows at
the rate that we have now, and in fact
if the economy slowed down, the prob-
lems that he pointed out and the
Democrats have been pointing out in
terms of the amount of money that is
available in Social Security are aggra-
vated considerably.
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I will just briefly mention again
some of these statistics from the Con-
gressional Budget Office. According to
the Congressional Budget Office if the
economy were to fall into a recession
like the one in 1990 and 1991, the budget
would be in deficit within one year. My
colleagues on the Committee on Ways
and Means, and we are going to have
the gentleman from Washington (Mr.
McDERMOTT) next talk to us, but on
the Committee on Ways and Means
they pointed out that if the recession
began in 1999, the §79 billion budget
surplus projected for the year 2000
would turn into a $38 billion deficit and
the $86 billion surplus in 2001 would be-
come a deficit of $53 billion. So the as-
sault on Social Security that the Re-
publicans are proposing this year
would widen these deficits by as much
as $18 billion a year. Of course we hope
the economy is going to continue to be
good and we are going to do whatever
we can to make sure that it is, but the
problems that the gentleman from
Maryland pointed out become aggra-
vated if we do not continue to have an
economy that is this good, and frankly
the economy has not been this good for
most of the last 10 or 20 years. So it is
another reason why we have got to be
very careful about what we do.

1 yield to the gentleman who is on
the Committee on Ways and Means and
has been very knowledgeable and
thoughtful about this whole proposal.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. I thank the gen-
tleman for bringing this issue to the
floor tonight. I think the reason I was
willing to come down here and talk
about this is that tomorrow and the
next day the American public is going
to be treated to a con game that you
might see at a county fair, the pea and
the three walnut shells, they move it
around, you are not guite sure where it
is. I would like to talk about what ac-
tually is happening.

There will be two bills that will be
brought to the floor. One of them will
be the so-called protection of Social
Security bill, and the other one will be
a tax bill. Now, it is my belief, and 1
think the figures show, that we do not
have the money to give a tax break un-
less we use money that comes from So-
cial Security.

Now, I put this chart up here. This is
the column for the next five years. You
can see that the projected, and, remem-
ber, this is projected on the basis of the
way our economy is going. Now, if you
think the economy for the next five
years is going to continue to go up and
no problems, this is what it looks like,
because that is the projection that
comes out of the Congressional Budget
Office that there will be a surplus over
the next five years all told of $657 bil-
lion. A lot of money. Now, that is all
the extra money that is raised from So-
cial Security. Understand that Social
Security, when you pay your FICA
taxes, we pay in each year more money
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than we actually pay out in benefits to
old people. So we are building a surplus
for the time when we get to the baby
boomers in 2010. Next year we will col-
lect $657 billion more Social Security
money than we need to pay our debts.
That is the check to your mother, your
father, my mom is 89, my father is 93,
they get their check. We are going to
have $657 billion over the next five
years more than we actually need to
pay those checks. What are we going to
do with it? That is what the debate is
about.

Now, part of it, $137 billion, has to go
to reduce the deficit. We are still bor-
rowing all over the world, and the only
way to get rid of that is to pay that, off,
to pay off that $137 billion in deficit.
That leaves $520 billion of Social Secu-
rity money not spent. Now, tomorrow
we will hear people come out here and
say, “Well, we'll save 90 percent of it
and we'll use just 10 percent of it for a
little tiny tax break.”

Let me show you what happens over
the next five years. Over the next five
years, we collect more than $1 trillion,
$1.27 trillion more in the Social Secu-
rity fund than we need to pay. So you
say, ‘‘Gee, that's a lot of money. We
ought to be able to give some of that
back.”” Remember, it is for the Social
Security of people who are going to get
to 65 in 2010, the baby boomers.

Now, at that point, in that second
five-year period, we would put $859 bil-
lion of it, that is how much that actu-
ally goes into Social Security and we
would have a surplus of $168 billion. If
you add those two, the next 10 years to-
gether, we are going to raise $1.5 tril-
lion more than we need for Social Se-
curity. But we owe $1.516, that is $1.5
trillion—I have to get my trillions
right—we have to put that much in So-
cial Security, and the actual surplus is
$31 billion at the end of 10 years. Now,
1 defy anybody to believe that you can
project where we are going to be in the
year 2008 and know that we are going
to have $31 billion.

What we are going to hear tomorrow
is people saying, ““Well, look, we've got
all this surplus, let’s spend some of it
now and we know it will come in, we
don't have to worry.” This is exactly
the kind of thinking that the Repub-
licans beat up on the Democrats ever
since I came to Congress. They said,
“You're balancing the budget by bor-
rowing from Social Security and put-
ting it into the budget. You are not
being honest. You are borrowing from
Social Security and you are balancing
the budget, you're not raising taxes,
you're just hiding from people the fact
that you’'re spending more than you're
taking in and you're stealing out of So-
cial Security to pay for it.”
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They yelled at us for 10 years. Now
suddenly we have some extra money,
and it is like they forgot what they
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have been saying around here for 10
years that I have been here, and they
say:

Well, we have some extra money; let
us give it back.

The problem with that is that it is
based on assumptions that the econ-
omy is going to keep going.

Now you all have seen what happened
in the stock market. Nobody can look
at the stock market over the last
month or so and say to yourself I can
project what it is going to be like 10
years from now.

I come from Seattle, and one-third of
our economy is based on international
trade in this country. Seattle is very
heavily dependent on that, so 1 know
what is going on in the port of Seattle,
which is the second largest port on the
west coast. That port has an increase
of 34 percent imports, and the exports
have dropped by 32 percent.

So what is happening from all over
Asia is that boats come in loaded with
stuff and go back empty because the
Asians are not buying from us. All
those little businesses in Seattle that
were exporting chemicals, and they
were doing all kinds of business, they
are dying on the vine all over the place
right now, and the same number of
ships are coming in and out, but it is
only one-way trade.

People wonder why the farmers got
problems in this country. I live in a
place in Seattle where I can see the
elevators right down on the waterfront.
We have got the deepest water port on
the whole west coast. They come in
there, and they used to put out 40 boats
a month. This last 2 months they put
out 2 boats. That means we are not ex-
porting grain from Minnesota and
North Dakota and South Dakota and
Nebraska and Kansas. All these farm-
ers are out there wondering why is the
price of wheat the lowest it has been in
God knows how many years. It is be-
cause there is no market.

And the Congressional Budget Office
is making these predictions without
taking into account what is actually
happening in Asia. We will not get an-
other revenue estimate until July 1,
next year.

Now my view, to believe that we are
going to have this kind of money,
takes a lot of belief. You have got to
believe in the Tooth Fairy, and Santa
Claus and the Easter Bunny to actually
believe that this is a realistic view for
the next 10 years.

But the Republicans want to give
money back and say we are not going
to take care of what we owe Social Se-
curity.

We have borrowed from the Social
Security $520 billion. In the next 5
years we are going to keep borrowing,
and if we do not put it in there, we are
simply not going to have a Social Secu-
rity system for our kids. My son, who
is 30 years old. said to me, Dad, I really
do not think there is going to be Social
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Security when 1 get to be 65. If we do
tomorrow what is planned by the Re-
publicans, there will not be.

Mr. Speaker, the President was abso-
lutely right when he said it right here
in this room, right at that podium. He
said we are going to save Social Secu-
rity first. Then, after that is done,
after the security of our children is
taken care of, then we can talk about
tax breaks.

Now you will also hear some inter-
esting things. I want to show just what
this really looks like, another way for
you to look at it. Again here is the
amount of money that we are going to
have. We are going to have about $650
billion, and 137 billion of it is going to
go to pay for taxes. That is the current
law and the democratic plan. We will
pay off the budget deficit first in the
next 5 years. Then we have $520 billion
to go into the trust fund in anticipa-
tion of 2010 when the baby boomers hit
the system.

The Republican plan tomorrow says,
well, I mean we do not have to save all
of this. Why do we not just give away
$90 billion in a tax break? This is their
90-10 business. They will say we are
saving 90 percent of it and we are only
spending 10 percent of it, so what is the
harm?

Well, if I were sitting out there 30, 35,
40 years old and wondering about
whether I could count on Social Secu-
rity when I was 65, I would say: No, put
it in the reserve and do not spend it.

Now the Democrats will offer a bill
tomorrow that says we want to take
this surplus and put it in the Federal
Reserve so that the Congress cannot
spend it, the New York bank and the
Federal Reserve system, and it can
only be spent if we are going to default
on some of our debts on our securities.
Otherwise it stays there to deal with
the future of Social Security.

Now one of the things you will hear
out here tomorrow that will also be
confusing is people will say, well,
Democrats are not for tax breaks,
Democrats just want a lot of money,
and they want to spend it all the time.
That is not true. Many Democrats
voted for tax cuts last year. Why? Be-
cause they were paid for. They were
not using the Social Security surplus.

The first thing that will happen to-
morrow, and for people watching this it
is going to be difficult to really under-
stand; when we pass the rule, we will
pass a rule on the floor here on how
this whole process is going to be argued
out here, but buried in that rule are
provisions that overlook all the rules
of balancing the budget that was so im-
portant last year. This year they come
out on the floor, and right here they
are going to waive those rules; say, oh,
those are from last year, they are not
for this year, because they will create
a deficit by giving a tax break, and
they are simply waiving all the bal-
anced budget stuff that they are going

September 24, 1998

to go around in this campaign and say
we balanced the budget. If they do this,
they will have done it by ripping up the
rule book and saying that was for last
year, now we can just spend whatever
we want and we do not have to account
for it.

They will also say Democrats have
offered some of these. I offered on the
Committee on Ways and Means the tax
plan. I offered the family, the part of
the tax plan that gives the marriage
tax penalty, wipes some of it out. I of-
fered it twice in 1997. The entire Repub-
lican Caucus on the Committee on
Ways and Means voted no. They did not
want to do it last year. They were giv-
ing money to people at the top of the
income scale. They did not want to do
anything about people at the bottom.
So I offered this marriage tax penalty
last year. On two occasions it was
turned down.

I also offered that you could deduct
the money that you spent to buy your
own health insurance if you were a
self-employed person. Small business-
man or woman buys their own health
insurance; they cannot deduct it. The
Boeing Corporation in my city or
Microsoft or Weyerhauser or any of the
big companies, they deduct it all. But
if you are a small business person, you
cannot deduct it all, and I said that is
not fair; why do we not let the small
businessman do that? So I offered that
last year, but it was paid for. This pro-
posal that you will see tomorrow is not
paid for unless you are willing to use
money raised through the Social Secu-
rity tax.

Now the reason we set that tax up,
you go back to 1935. Franklin Delano
Roosevelt wanted us all to begin pre-
paring for our old age, and he set up
these accounts. You know, your num-
ber is a 9 digit number, and you have
been putting money into that account
in expectation that some day you will
get to be 65 and draw it out. And we
have been operating on that basis now
for about 60 years, and many people
say that we are going to have a hig
problem in 2010 because of the baby
bhoomers, a whole bunch of people born
immediately after the Second World
War come onto Social Security, and we
have to save now so that we are ready
to pay their benefits in 2010. You can
wait. You can say, well, let us not
worry about that, that is tomorrow;
you know, who knows what will hap-
pen? We know how many people there
are and how many people that are
going to have to have benefits in 2010.

Now some people say the Social Se-
curity system is broken, that it is
hopeless, it is all done. It is not. That
is a myth that some Members would
like to say because they want to
change this from a government-guaran-
teed system to give everybody their
own individual account. Sounds like a
good idea until you look at the stock
market over the last month. When you
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look at that, you say to yourself what
if T had put my money in the stock
market to retire on and I made the
wrong choice?

Tonight I was watching television,
and they have a stock fund in the mar-
ket that last night they had a whole
bunch of the big bankers got together
and came up with something like $400
million to save one of those mutual
funds that everybody is running to put
their money in. Now, if we take away
the government guarantee, we leave a
lot of people in real trouble. In this
country today there are 5 million wid-
ows living on $8,000 a year. They are
counting on this; $8,000 a year is not
high living. That is just making it. And
if we do not take care of this, we are
going to have to reduce the benefits in
2010. If we take care of it, we can con-
tinue the benefits going out as they
have for the last 60 years. But that is
why it is important that we start sav-
ing now.

People call me a liberal, but I am
very conservative about looking down
the road and seeing an enormous prob-
lem and knowing that we have to start
saving for it now. If we do not, it will
be our children who will get the short
end of the deal, and for people of my
generation and the people who are on
this floor to not think about your kids
is criminal in my view because what
you are saying to them is you work all
your life paying for my Social Secu-
rity, and then when you get there,
there is nothing there. That is not the
way we ought to do it, and we ought to
save the money.

The President, as I said before, was
absolutely right, and I think the gen-
tleman’s bringing this to the floor is
giving us a opportunity to discuss this
and lets people understand what is he
going to happen tomorrow. They are
going to hear a lot of flimflam. Tomor-
row they will pass a bill saying we are
saving 90 percent of Social Security,
and the next day they will say: and we
are giving you a tax break. And they
are never going to tell you that that
tax break came out of the Social Secu-
rity. They are going to try every way
possible to say that there is no prob-
lem. But you cannot have a $90 billion
tax break tomorrow without taking it
from Social Security, and my view is
we ought to think to the future.

So, we will raise these same issues
again tomorrow, but 1 think that it is
crucial that people begin to think long
term. Sometimes in the Congress we
think like one election to the next
election, and that is what is going on
tomorrow. They are thinking about
November 3; can I give people a tax
break so on November 3 they will think
I am a great person and vote for me?
Some of us are going to vote no, not
because we do not want to give tax
breaks, but because it is not fair and it
is not right and we have to think long
term.
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So thanks for giving me the oppor-
tunity to talk about it.
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Mr. PALLONE. I want to thank my
colleague from Washington. The gen-
tleman really articulates well what we
face tomorrow. If I could just develop a
couple points you make, because I
think they are so important.

First of all, there is no question that
this debate over the next two days is
totally political and being done by the
Republican leadership because they are
looking for votes in the November elec-
tion, because we already know that it
is very unlikely that the Senate would
even take up this legislation, and the
President, of course, has vowed to veto
the legislation. So we are not even
talking about anything that could pos-
sibly happen or be signed into law in
time before the Congress adjourns. So
the whole debate on the Republican
side is totally partisan, totally ori-
ented towards the November election
in an effort to garner votes.

The other thing that my colleague
from Washington pointed out that I
think is so important is that the
money that has been generated by the
Social Security surplus has been gen-
erated because we know that the baby-
boom generation a few years from now
is going to be very large and there are
going to be a lot more seniors that
need Social Security benefits.

I believe it was maybe 20 years ago in
the seventies that the Congress and the
President signed legislation that actu-
ally increased the tax, the FICA tax on
Social Security, with the anticipation
that the baby-boomers would pay this
higher level, generate a surplus, and
that that money would pay for their
benefits because there would be so
many more of them in 2010 or 2020.

What happens if that money is not
there because it has been borrowed and
spent on tax cuts or other things? Well,
what happens is that either there will
have to be another tax increase, which
future generations will have to pay,
which is very unfair to them, or, alter-
natively, they would have to cut back
on the benefits.

We have already heard talk about
cutting back on the COLA for Social
Security, raising the age, and those are
the consequences or likely con-
sequences of this irresponsible Repub-
lican policy, that ultimately in the fu-
ture we might have to raise taxes that
people pay or their earnings amount in
order to pay for Social Security, or cut
back on the benefits. So it is a very ir-
responsible, totally political proposal
that we are going to be seeing the next
two days.

I would now like to yield to my col-
league from Arkansas, who has worked
with me on our Health Care Task
Force. We put together the proposal,
the Patients’ Bill of Rights to reform
HMOs, and the Kids Health Care Initia-
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tive that has been very successful last
year, and he has been speaking out on
the Social Security issue quite a bit for
the last few weeks. I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. BERRY. I appreciate my col-
league from New Jersey yielding me. I,
too, have enjoyed working with him on
a number of issues, particularly health
care, and also on this particular issue
of Social Security.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to talk
about a program that everyone in
America has a vested interest in, and,
of course, that is the Social Security
system.

But I want to make it perfectly clear:
I favor cutting taxes, but I do not favor
robbing my children and my grand-
children’s future to do it. Right now
millions of working Americans are
paying into the Social Security system
and are counting on it for when they
retire.

No one should have to worry that one
day Social Security will not be there
for them. That is an obligation that
our government undertook a long time
ago, and we should honor this obliga-
tion. I think that is one thing that
troubles me a great deal, is the appar-
ent willingness of the majority party
here now to disregard the obligations
that we have committed ourselves and
our government to in the past. I think
it is also noteworthy here that when
Social Security was enacted, not one
Republican voted for it.

In many ways, the Social Security
trust fund operates much like a per-
sonal bank account. If an individual de-
posits more than he or she spends, the
surplus is reflected as a positive bal-
ance in that account. Just as a positive
balance sheet for a personal account
represents an obligation by the bank to
the individual holding the account, a
positive balance in the Social Security
trust fund represents an obligation of
the United States Treasury to that
fund. In other words, you put that
money in the trust fund as you are
working, and, when you need it, when
you retire, it is owed to you.

While current retirees have nothing
to worry about because Social Security
will be there for them, when they need
it, the Social Security system will face
undeniable problems in the future. The
problems need to be addressed now—
that is, unless some of the people in
this Congress would fulfill a lifelong
dream, and that would be to do away
with Social Security, and heaven forbid
that that would be allowed to happen.

I am a farmer. I have been interested
or associated with agriculture all of
my life. Farming is a very volatile
business; you have good years and bad
yvears. When you have good years, you
pay off your debt, you invest in the
necessary infrastructure to be success-
ful, and then you put some back for the
future.
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I think that is what we need to do
with the government’'s so-called sur-
plus, and certainly what we need to do
with the Social Security trust fund.
This year, the Social Security trust
fund will collect $100 billion more in
payroll taxes and interest than it pays
out to the beneficiaries. However, by
2010, when 76 million baby-boomers
begin to retire, the Social Security sys-
tem’s cash flow surplus will begin to
decline. By the year 2032, the payroll
taxes will only generate approximately
75 percent of the revenues needed to
pay for the benefits of those current re-
tirees. In other words, the trust fund
will not have the money to pay out to
all those who have retired.

The problems with the Social Secu-
rity program are due to demographics,
which include the baby-boom genera-
tion, declining birth rates and increas-
ing life expectancies. As a whole, we
are creating an older society. The num-
ber of people 65 and older is predicted
to rise by 75 percent by the year 2025,
whereas the number of workers whose
payroll taxes finance the Social Secu-
rity benefits of retirees is projected to
grow only by 15 percent.

Social Security is financed by pay-
roll and self-employment taxes on a
pay-as-you-go basis, meaning that to-
day’s workers are paying for the bene-
fits of today's retirees. The revenue
from Social Security payroll taxes is
deposited in the U.S. Treasury. The
programs, benefits and administrative
expenses are paid out of the Treasury.
If Social Security’'s income exceeds the
amount it pays out, as it does cur-
rently, then the surplus is credited to
the trust fund in the form of U.S. secu-
rities.

Mr. Speaker, 1 have come to the floor
many times over the last few weeks to
talk about Social Security because 1
am concerned for my children and my
grandchildren. Some in Congress have
suggested recently that we raid the So-
cial Security trust fund to pay for tax
cuts. Some have said that we can pay
for these tax cuts because this year we
have a budget surplus.

1, like everyone, am for tax cuts, as I
have already said, but not on the backs
of our children and grandchildren. This
surplus simply does not exist. This sur-
plus is the Social Security trust fund.

The Concord Coalition agrees with
me. They say over the next 5 years the
Congressional Budget Office projects a
cumulative budget deficit of $137 bil-
lion without dipping into the Social
Security trust fund. Obviously, $137 bil-
lion in deficit cannot be used to offset
$80 billion in tax cuts or anything else.

From this year, through the end of
2008, the Congressional Budget Office
predicts a cumulative surplus of $1.6
trillion. Over the same period, the sur-
plus in the Social Security system is
also projected to be $1.6 trillion. In
other words, all of the projected budget
surplus over the next 11 years is attrib-
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utable to the Social Security trust
fund, which should be off-budget.

By dipping into this so-called sur-
plus, we are dipping into our children’s
and grandchildren’s future. We are tak-
ing the money that would have been
paid to them by the trust fund and we
are saying we will fix it later, we will
pay it back, we will do the right thing,
maybe. We don’t care about the future.
We care about how it looks today and
how it is going to look on November
3rd.

Is this how we should treat the peo-
ple of this country? I do not think so.
I cannot return to Arkansas and look
the thousands of retired Arkansans in
the first Congressional District in the
eye and say, ‘‘I am sorry, I just wasn’t
thinking about what would happen
down the line. 1 was thinking of
today.”

As I have said, we should cut taxes,
but we should not rob the Social Secu-
rity trust fund to do it. There are mil-
lions of people who depend on their
monthly Social Security check as a
necessary source to supplement their
retirement income. Thousands of re-
tired seniors in my district and across
the country rely on Social Security as
their only source of income. The Social
Security System is the most successful
government program ever created. All
of the Members of this body should
stop to think about how important the
program is to each one of us, to our
children and our grandchildren. We
need to save the so-called surplus to be
sure that the Social Security System is
solvent.

Members of Congress have a responsi-
bility to not only worry about today,
but to worry about tomorrow. We must
ensure that Social Security will con-
tinue to provide the benefits promised
to those who have paid into the sys-
tem. We must save Social Security.
Our children and grandchildren deserve
to know that Social Security will be
there for them when they need it, and
we must not rob the Social Security
trust fund.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, again I
want to thank my colleague from Ar-
kansas. I think that what the point the
gentleman makes very effectively is
that our position, the Democratic posi-
tion, is essentially the fiscally conserv-
ative position. Our colleague from
Washington State (Mr. MCDERMOTT)
was making the point that for so many
vears the Republicans and the leader-
ship on the other side of the aisle kept
making the point about how we should
not be going further into debt, and now
here we are essentially arguing what is
the fiscally sound thing to do to save
for the future to make sure the money
is there, and we are getting opposition
from them. So it is amazing to see how,
1 guess, the ideologies change some-
what.

But I know the gentleman has always
stood on the side of fiscal conserv-
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atism, and this is obviously a mani-
festation of that. I am proud to be with
the gentleman saying the same thing,
because I think it is so important if we
are going to have this money available
for Social Security in the future.

Mr. Speaker, I just wanted to point
out again what the Democrats are pro-
posing. The Democrats have a proposal
to save Social Security first, and our
proposal would require by law that the
entire amount of the Social Security
surplus in each fiscal year be trans-
ferred to the Federal Reserve Bank of
New York to be held in trust for Social
Security. If we pass this bill today or
tomorrow or Saturday, the President
would sign it immediately. It is that
simple. But, unfortunately, the Repub-
licans have decided to make this a po-
litical issue, and there is no question in
my mind about what they are doing.

First of all, the President has stated
unambiguously that if the Republicans
send him a bill that pays for tax cuts
with the Social Security surplus, that
he will veto it. So we are not against a
tax cut. The Democratic proposal
would essentially have the same tax
cuts. What the President has been say-
ing, and he just reaffirmed it last week,
is that we have been waiting so long, 29
vears, for a balanced budget, and it is
a mistake for us to basically when we
see the ink, so-to-speak, turn from red
to black and watch it dry for a minute
or two before we get carried away. He
is just saying let us not squander the
surplus on tax cuts before we save So-
cial Security.

Today the Democrats had a rally in
front of the Capitol. Vice President
GORE was there with a number of
Democratic House Members and Sen-
ators. Vice President GORE reiterated
this point today when he said that we
are not going to basically rip up the
Balanced Budget Act. We care about
the Balanced Budget Act and we want
to make sure that we save Social Secu-
rity and do not just rip up this Bal-
anced Budget Act by passing this tax
cut.

I think that it is important to know
that many of the tax cuts included in
the Republican bill were proposed and
sponsored by Democrats. This is what
my colleague from Washington was
saying. The marriage penalty relief,
the $500 child credit and the Hope
Scholarship, expanding the deduction
of health insurance for the self-em-
ployed, these proposals were actually
rejected by the Republicans when they
were offered by Democrats at the com-
mittee level.

So it is not that the Republicans
really are pushing these proposals, be-
cause they have had ample opportunity
to do it before. The point is that now,
just a few weeks before the election,
they are suggesting that this be done,
but their intention really is not to
have it passed here and go to the Sen-
ate and be signed by the President.
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They know that none of that is going
to happen in the next few weeks.

The main thing that Democrats are
saying tonight and will be saying over
the next few days is that we have to
have some fiscal discipline. We can
show seniors and future generations
that Congress will be responsible with
the money the American people have
entrusted us to manage for their retire-
ment years. What we are saying is that
the Republicans should abandon this
ill-conceived proposal to undermine
Social Security and spare itself the fu-
tile exercise of passing a bill that is
speeding basically down a road to no-
where.

I can assure my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle that if they drop
this proposal and really move on to a
legislative agenda that has some mean-
ing, addressing HMO reform, address-
ing environmental and education con-
cerns, the things that the American
people want to see addressed, we could
actually accomplish something here,
rather than wasting our time with this
tax proposal, which basically has no
chance of passing and only jeopardizes
Social Security.

————
0 2030

WHO DO YOU TRUST? WHO DO YOU
BELIEVE?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from South
Dakota (Mr. THUNE) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. Speaker, I have
been listening with interest this past
hour to a number of my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle, and it al-
ways amazes me to get a glimpse into
the mind of a liberal because they real-
ly think that it is their money. On the
other hand, we think that it is the
American people’s money.

We listen to them talk about the rea-
sons why we cannot lower taxes on
hard-working Americans, on farmers
and ranchers and small businesspeople
and families, and we are at a loss some-
times as to how possibly they could
have arrived at this point in time.

As I listened, there were a number of
things that were mentioned. For exam-
ple, the fact that the economy is per-
forming so well right now; we certainly
do not need to lower taxes. It occurred
to me as 1 was listening to that, we
think about what makes the economy
perform well. Low interest rates. Low
inflation. Low taxes. And we look at
where we were just a few years ago be-
fore the Republicans took control of
the Congress and started to get waste-
ful government spending under control
and started to look at ways to system-
atically lower the tax burden on people
in this country and stimulating growth
in this economy and stimulating in-
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vestment and generating additional tax
revenues.

As a point of fact, back in 1994 before
the Republicans took control of the
Congress, we looked as far as the eye
could see and we saw deficits 10 years
into the future, $3 trillion in deficits
projected into the future. Just this last
July, the Congressional Budget Office
has revised its estimate and now for
the next 10 or 11 years out into the fu-
ture they are projecting a $1.6 trillion
surplus. $3 trillion in deficit in 1994 to
a $1.6 trillion surplus in 1998.

Mr. Speaker, think about that. That
is almost a $5 trillion turnaround in a
matter of 3%2 years. And the President
would like to take credit for that, but
frankly the President taking credit for
the good economy is about like the
Easter Bunny taking credit for Easter.

What happened is the Republicans
got control of the Congress, began to
roll back a lot of wasteful discre-
tionary spending, worked with the en-
titlement programs to make those pro-
grams more efficient, and saved the
taxpayers billions and billions of dol-
lars on the spending side of the equa-
tion.

Couple that last summer with the
Balanced Budget Agreement and the
tax cut that came with it and we saw a
rollback of taxes. Capital gains tax re-
lief, death tax relief, tax relief for fam-
ilies, education credits, and so forth to
make it easier for people in this coun-
try to make a living and pay their bills
and pay their taxes and to try to fulfill
all the responsibilities and obligations
that they have.

So, the fact that we have an economy
that is performing well today is in
many ways attributable to the changes
that have been made since the 1994
election when this majority got control
of the Congress. And to think and to sit
and listen to the other side rant and
rave about the fact that somehow,
some way, the Republicans are going to
raid Social Security to give tax cuts to
their rich friends is just another lie,
like the lie about the Republicans
wanting to kill Medicare or wanting to
kill school lunches or any of those
other things, and the American people
are tired of it.

We have been predicting that this
would happen, and it is happening be-
cause one after another the parade of
speakers coming to the floor on the lib-
eral side of the aisle say that these Re-
publicans want to cut Social Security.

Mr. Speaker, I want to tell the Amer-
ican people that that is not the case at
all. As a matter of fact, we have made
a commitment to save Social Security.
Look at what this plan consists of: $1.6
trillion in surplus that is going to be
generated over the course of the next
10 years, we are saying that $1.4 tril-
lion, 90 percent, ought to be walled off
and used to save Social Security. And
not only for the current people, current
generation who is receiving Social Se-
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curity benefits, but for those who are
paying in today.

And I can tell my colleagues, person-
ally nobody is more interested in see-
ing that program survive and be there
than I. I have two parents who are
about 80 years old who rely on that
program as their sole means of exist-
ence.

Then look at the young people who
are paying in the FICA tax, the payroll
tax, and are trying to balance the
books in their families and trying to
make ends meet and get a little bit
ahead in life and they are hit with
these taxes. We need to make sure that
they have a program that is there for
them in the future when it comes time
to retire. We have made that commit-
ment.

The question I would ask of the
American people as they listen to all
that rhetoric on the other side about
the Republicans wanting to cut Social
Security is ask one question: Who was
it that said in 1995 that they were
going to reform welfare and did it? Who
was it that said they were going to bal-
ance the budget in 1996 and 1997 and did
it? Who was it that said we were going
to lower taxes on American workers
across this country and did it?

Who was it that said we were going
to save Medicare and make it viable for
the next 10 years until we can get some
long-range changes and reforms in
place to make Medicare a program that
will work well into the future and did
it? Who was it that said they would re-
form the Internal Revenue Service and
did it?

It was this majority in this Congress.
And the American people have to ask
themselves a fundamental question as
this debate gets underway and that is:
“*Who do you trust? Who do you be-
lieve?"’

Should we believe the people who for
40 years have not put a crying dime
into the Social Security trust fund? Or
should we believe the people who prom-
ised welfare reform, promised a bal-
anced budget, promised lower taxes,
promised a Medicare program that
worked into the future, promised IRS
reform? That is the question that is be-
fore the House and before the American
people as this debate gets underway.

Mr. Speaker, I just happen to believe
that when we look at a $1.7 trillion an-
nual fiscal budget, that the tax relief
that is being proposed under the 90-10
plan, and the American people should
bear in mind, $1.6 trillion in surplus,
$1.4 trillion sealed off, walled off to
save Social Security, and $80 billion in
the form of tax relief.

Mr. Speaker, $80 billion on a $1.7 tril-
lion budget is less than one-half of 1
percent to go back to the people whose
money it is in the first place. But we
cannot get that through the minds of
people in this town, because if we lis-
ten to the debate that is going to occur
from the liberals on the other side,
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they are going to talk about how we
have all these reasons why we should
not lower taxes.

1 heard the discussion tonight about
farm prices being low, and I happen to
agree. We are in a terrible economic
disaster in rural America. And the gen-
tleman from Washington alluded to the
fact that some of it happens to do with
unfair trading practices. Well, that is
attributable to the Clinton administra-
tion's failure to enforce trade laws and
agreements. But we have a terrible
problem with farm prices. What are we
going to do about that?

One of the things that is proposed in
this tax relief is that of the $80 billion,
a bunch of it is going to help farmers
and ranchers. 1 think that is worth-
while. Another proposal included is
that by raising the threshold that the
death tax applies to, the small farmer,
the small rancher and independent. pro-
ducers in my State and other States
have the opportunity, if they choose,
to pass along their operation to the
next generation without having to face
both the Internal Revenue Service and
the undertaker at the same time. I
think that is remarkable, the death tax
relief in this bill.

Another thing that we talked about
was deductibility of health insurance
premiums for self-employed persons,
farmers and ranchers, people who have
to pay health insurance premiums and
yvet do not have some employer-pro-
vided plan and therefore take it out of
their own pocket and do not get to de-
duct it like if they had an employer or
they were employers and used that as
an expense. Mr. Speaker, that helps
farmers and ranchers.

There is an provision that makes per-
manent income averaging. For farmers
and ranchers there are lots of ups and
downs, and unfortunately lately most-
ly downs. Some day that is going to
come around and we are going to see
income. We will have an opportunity to
give our producers, farmers and ranch-
ers, an opportunity to spread their in-
come over time so that they do not get
stuck with a big tax liability in one
year.

There is a provision that allows for a
loss carryback. If one has had profit-
able years in the past, go back as far as
5 years and if they have had profitable
years, but losses in the current year,
they can take the losses, offset them,
and use them against their profitable
years and get a tax refund this year.
Mr. Speaker, that is projected to help
100,000 farmers and ranchers across this
country; something that is very crit-
ical right now to help with the cash
flow problems that our farmers and
ranchers are suffering from.

If we want to do something about
helping farmers and ranchers, instead
of getting up and ranting and raving
about how the Republicans, here they
go again trying to give tax relief to
their rich friends, think about the peo-
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ple that we are helping. The people in
South Dakota that I represent, the
farmers, the ranchers, the small
businesspersons, the families that are
trying to make a living and struggling
to survive, are not rich. They need
some help and need some tax relief.

I heard this evening, *“We have to do
this for our children.”” 1 keep won-
dering as I listen to that, where were
these guys for the last 40 years when
we were racking up over $56 trillion in
debt because of government spending
that was out of control? Where were
they then? Now, all the sudden we can-
not lower taxes and give something
back to the American people? We have
to think of our children? And yet for
years and years and years in this insti-
tution when the other side controlled,
had the majority control of the House
of Representatives, we went in a cycle,
a period of continual runaway Federal
spending, racked up enormous deficits,
and added to a debt that is now about
$5 trillion.

So, Mr. Speaker, as we listen to this
debate, and I hope the American people
are tuning in, because frankly there is
going to be a lot of rhetoric and hot air
that fills this Chamber in the next few
days. But I believe if we listen care-
fully to this debate, that it will not be
lost on the American people that this
is the same group that year in and year
out, and this is an election year, we are
going to hear people arguing and talk-
ing about how the Republicans want to
kill this program or that program. And
now they are saying that the Repub-
licans want to kill Social Security.

That in fact is not at all the case. We
are here because we want to save that
program and that is why we are dedi-
cating this surplus, 90 percent of it, to
saving Social Security. Walling it off
and giving that other 10 percent back
to the American people whose money it
is in the first place.

That is what this debate is about. It
is about being responsible to the tax-
payers of this country. If we leave this
surplus in this town, I can assure one
thing. That is that it will get spent.
There is no way that the Federal Gov-
ernment and the liberals in this insti-
tution will allow those dollars to stay
here for very long.

So, Mr. Speaker, I thank you for the
opportunity to address some of these
issues this evening. I wanted to re-
spond to some of the arguments that 1
heard in the debate earlier from my
friends on the other side of the aisle.

I encourage the American people to
tune into this debate. It is important.
It is about their future and their tax
dollars and seeing that they get the
best possible return on their dollars.

| ————
ISSUES FACING AMERICA AT THE

END OF THIS CONGRESSIONAL
SESSION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
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uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. OWENS) is recognized for 60
minutes.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, 1 think it
is important to note that we are less
than 5 weeks away from the end of this
session. We will probably adjourn no
later than October 15. The date is still
basically October 9, but the rumor is
that it will be some time after that. It
is certainly going to be no later than
October 15 or 16. The necessities of this
election year dictate that we will have
to adjourn.

I think that there is a full plate of
unfinished business, and it is most un-
fortunate that most of that business is
not being addressed. We did a few bills
today that are significant, I guess, in
terms of conference reports. We also
did a bill that I think is very harmful
relating to education, and I will come
back to that.

The rumor is also that a continuing
resolution which will carry our budget
into next year will be substituted for
the passage of individual appropria-
tions bills. The debate and the discus-
sion of critical issues that will take
place on appropriations bills will prob-
ably not be there unless we have a rule
which allows us to have a number of
hours of debate on the continuing reso-
lution, the long one. There is a short
continuing resolution that is going to
take us into October, but a longer con-
tinuing resolution is being prepared.

This means that we will not have a
chance in the context of appropriations
and budget making systematically, we
will not have a chance to discuss cer-
tain vital issues. They are vital issues
that are not getting the kind of expo-
sure that they need.

O 2045

The American people have common
sense that we welcome, we ought to
welcome into this process, and we need
to let them know what is going on.

1 want to commend my colleagues,
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PALLONE) and the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. McDERMOTT), for the
very thorough discussion of Social Se-
curity, what the Social Security trust
fund means, how it works, what it is
all about. Out of this present conflict
between the majority party and the
minority party, perhaps we will have a
better understanding developed by the
lay people in this country, by the vot-
ers, by the ordinary common people of
what Social Security is all about, how
it works.

We may have an honest bookkeeping
process developed, because right now
they do smoke and mirrors with Social
Security funds. They use the funds in
various ways that cover deficits in the
regular budget. They talk about being
off budget at certain times, and they
place it in budget at other times.
Maybe we can have a separate account-
ing system for Social Security grow
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out of this conflict between the two
parties as to how Social Security
should be administered.

It is a vital issue for all Americans.
There are very few families that are
not in one way or another touched by
what happens with Social Security.
Certainly, in the African American
community, for some time now there
have been studies showing that African
Americans in smaller percentages live
to be 65. The mainstream community,
the white community, the greater pro-
portion of them live to be 656 and over
and enjoy their Social Security bene-
fits.

Right now a much smaller percent-
age of African Americans are living to
be 65 and being able to enjoy the Social
Security benefits. Therefore, the Afri-
can American community will be very
hard hit by the movement of the retire-
ment age from 65 to 67. That is going to
take place within two or three years.
You are going to have to wait until you
are 67 before you can receive your So-
cial Security benefits. Already the peo-
ple who need the help the most are
going to be penalized by this Band-Aid
approach to saving Social Security.

A commission, several years ago,
came up with that answer, one thing
we should do is move the retirement
age from 65 to 67. Now they are pro-
posing to move it to 70 after that. It
will keep moving and there will be cer-
tain groups of people who will never
catch up with it, if we do not find some
other way to save and protect Social
Security.

I think we ought to declare off limits
now and forever more any movement of
the age of retirement as a way to pro-
tect Social Security. What my col-
leagues were saying earlier makes
much more sense. Let us use the
money that has accumulated in these
prosperous times to deal with the prob-
lem that we project for Social Security
down the road.

I am not going to go back and repeat
their arguments. I want to congratu-
late the gentleman from Washington
(Mr. MCDERMOTT) in particular, Dr.
McDeErMOTT, who was the author of the
single payer health plan here in Con-
gress. He is still the author of it; he
originated it, the single payer health
plan.

Dr. MCDERMOTT gave a brilliant anal-
ysis of how the Social Security fund
works and how the money is accumu-
lated. And I want to congratulate him
for that statement, that presentation.

Saving and protecting Social Secu-
rity is something we have got to talk
about more in the next few days in the
context of the proposal of the Repub-
licans that we have a tax cut. There is
a surplus. Most people do not realize
that that surplus is primarily money in
the Social Security fund. The surplus
is in the Social Security fund. Anyone
who wants to take part of the present
surplus and move it somewhere else
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will be taking it from the Social Secu-
rity fund.

Our position is that we must protect
the Social Security fund first, protect
Social Security and guarantee that the
difficulties projected will be taken care
of before you begin to take money out
of this surplus which is mostly Social
Security funds.

I previously stated that I think that
if there is a surplus, some part of it
ought to be dedicated to education and
the necessary steps to improve edu-
cation. A greater investment in edu-
cation is a worthwhile use of any sur-
plus funds. But not until we are sure
that we have the adequate protection
for Social Security, that the money
stream, the revenue stream, the projec-
tions for the future are all in place and
we can see where the money is going to
be left over after you make the nec-
essary adjustments to secure Social Se-
curity.

That is on our plate. We need to real-
ly deal with it. We need to broaden and
maximize the discussion over the next
few weeks, and everybody should be in
on it. It affects us all. It is a very im-
portant program. It takes the cash
straight to the recipient, to the person.
It has a minimum amount of bureauc-
racy and layers of infrastructure. It is
a check to a person who has earned it
in terms of his Social Security rights.

Another thing that we must discuss
more in the next few weeks is the Fed-
eral assistance to education. 1 regret
that a continuing resolution is going to
cover this whole question of what are
the appropriations for education for
this year. Somehow we need to infuse
into the discussion of the continuing
resolution a discussion of what are you
going to do about education this year.
The despair that is felt by parents
across this Nation must find some re-
lief from the Federal Government.

The Federal Government is respon-
sible for only a small portion of the
funding of education. We have gone
over that before. Seven percent of the
total funding for education is Federal
funding. The rest of it is State and
local funding. But that 7 percent that
comes from the Federal Government is
a stimulant. It makes the local govern-
ment and the State government do cer-
tain kinds of things that they normally
do not do.

The Federal Government has been ac-
cused of interfering, creating a bloated
bureaucracy, making red tape, unbear-
able for teachers. This cannot be true
when only a small percentage of the
funds for education are Federal funds.
If the Federal Government has only a 7
percent funding involvement, then our
influence is only 7 percent, and we can-
not, we cannot have an authority be-
yond the funding. We are the scape-
goats, the Federal Government is the
scapegoat, but it is limited, too lim-
ited.

1 have always said that 7 percent is
not enough. The Federal Government
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should at least rise to the level of 256
percent of funding for education in
America. If we have 25 percent of the
funding, if we provided 25 percent of
the money responsibility on our
schools, we still will only have 25 per-
cent of the authority and influence.
The other 756 percent of the authority
and influence would still be at the
State and local level. So our schools
would still be State and locally run.

Federal assistance to education, un-
fortunately, if we have a continuing
resolution, may be held hostage. It is a
great excuse to do nothing.

The majority party would like to do
nothing. They are aware of the fact
that poll after poll and focus group
after focus group demonstrate that the
American people, the voters place a
very high priority on matters related
to education. And they think the Fed-
eral Government should be more in-
volved in education in a very basic
way.

But instead of engaging that involve-
ment or desire to be rescued in an hon-
est way, the majority party chooses to
play trickery and pretend it is con-
cerned about education, while it does
things like the bill that was on the
floor last Friday.

The bill on the floor last Friday was
called Dollars to the Classroom. If you
look at it very closely, it is not Dollars
to the Classroom, it is dollars to the
governors of the States, dollars to the
governors. And the governors were
given great freedom as to how they
were going to spend those dollars, so
fewer dollars would probably end up in
the classrooms where they were needed
most. The Dollars to the Classroom is
just one more gimmick, part of a
smoke screen that the majority Repub-
licans have pursued to make people
think that they are concerned with
education when they are not.

Dollars to the Classroom would have
pulled all of the authority and all of
the infrastructure out of the Depart-
ment of Education, which would be an-
other way to destroy the Department
of Education. They do not say that
anymore, but that is still the goal. *

We must make certain that in the
process of developing this continuing
resolution, there be a broader discus-
sion of the things that ought to be in
there that are not likely to be in there,
if you leave it to the majority Repub-
licans. We ought to not go another
year without dealing with school con-
struction, class size reduction or tech-
nology.

I will come back to a larger discus-
sion of this. But saving and protecting
Social Security, Federal assistance to
education. Minimum wage increase, it
has been defeated in the Senate. It has
not even been put on the floor here, but
I think that they owe it to the major-
ity, again, of Americans who would
like to see a minimum wage increase,
they owe it to put it on the floor and



21912

let us vote on it. But that is not likely
to happen.

HMO reform, greater health care cov-
erage, HMO reform to bring the HMOs
back into control. They got off to a bad
start, and no one has said we ought to
abolish HMOs. You do not hear any dis-
cussion of that. I think HMOs were at
the center of the plan proposed by Mrs.
Clinton. Most people do not realize it,
that health maintenance organizations
were a critical part of that plan that
was ridiculed and withdrawn for no
good reason, really, because it was su-
perior to what has been allowed to
mushroom and grow spontaneously,
sort of. The HMOs are here to stay, so
reform of HMOs is a vital discussion
that has to take place. And we are in
the process of doing that. The problem
is we have to have a full discussion of
that between both houses.

Coupled with HMO reform there must
be the effort to get greater health care
coverage. We need to deal with the fact
that 10 million, at least 10 million
Americans are not covered that ought
to be covered by some health care plan.
Again, Dr. McDermott, who was ex-
plaining the Social Security plan, is
the author of a single payer health
plan which would result in the cov-
erage of all Americans. Single payer is
not popular these days. Those kinds of
things are not even discussed that
much, but we should keep it in the
back of our minds, that Canada has a
single payer system. And Canada is
able to cover its citizens without going
bankrupt. Canada is alive and well. Its
economy has not been plunged into any
kind of crisis. For years Canada has
had a single payer health plan which
covers everybody. Whatever we do, re-
gardless of what form it takes, HMO re-
form or any other adjustments, we
ought to move to cover everybody with
a health care plan. That ought to be
still on our agenda.

There are some larger issues that
also may not be legislative issues, but
in this time of focus on the personal
life and the intimate life of the Presi-
dent, we ought to be reminded that
this great Nation cannot take its eye
off major problems throughout the
world. This great Nation has a duty to
keep watching the kinds of develop-
ments that are taking place all over
the world which may have an impact
upon us.

We ought to be concerned about the
stall of the peace process in the Middle
East. It is a process and a set of com-
batants there that we have great in-
volvement with, both the Arabs and
the Jews of Israel. We have allies and
enemies on both sides. And that proc-
ess can blow up in our face in a short
period of time. We need to not focus so
on the trivialities of a Ken Starr report
and focus back on some of the pressing
foreign policy issues like the Middle
East peace stalemate.

Yugoslavia, Bosnia, Serbia, Kosovo,
those are items that also may blow up
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in our face. But even if they do not get
worse and blow up, we have to be con-
cerned about the fact that they are a
drain on the American taxpayers now.
The Yugoslavian conflict that we re-
luctantly entered and provided leader-
ship for meaningful intervention, that
conflict now has gone on for quite some
time and America, the taxpayers of
this country, have gotten bogged down
in a process which is draining the
Treasury. The amount of money avail-
able for these kinds of interventions is
all going toward Yugoslavia, Bosnia
and Serbia. Now they say we need
greater involvement in Kosovo. We are
talking about $6 or $7 billion now di-
rected at one part of the world.

I am all in favor of this country exer-
cising its role as the indispensable Na-
tion, providing leadership when nobody
else is there to provide the leadership.
It is important. But when you go into
a conflict like the Yugoslavian conflict
and you stay there and expend billions
of dollars, then what you are doing is
creating a precedent, which I am cer-
tain the American people, anybody
with common sense would not want fol-
lowed.
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We are ready to intervene, ready to
become a part of rescuing people in
emergency situations, but emergencies
should not continue forever. We are na-
tion-building in Yugoslavia. We are
doing what we said we would not do in
Somalia; what we said we would not do
in Haiti. We are going to the extreme
of staying much too long, and the pa-
tience of the taxpayers in terms of the
next necessary intervention will be
worn thin. I think we should find a way
to extricate ourselves from Yugoslavia
after an expenditure of $7 billion. It is
a lot.

On the one hand, we expend that
much money in Yugoslavia, and we to-
tally abandon Haiti. We had promised
an aid package to Haiti, and that aid
package only consisted of $200 million
of United States funds, funds from this
country. But it was part of an inter-
national package where the French and
the Canadians and a number of coun-
tries were going to also contribute to
the reconstruction of the economy in
Haiti. Well, none of these other coun-
tries are willing to ante up and pay
their portion or give their portion of
the aid until the United States moves
part of its $200 million to Haiti. So we
are stuck. And Haiti is in a crisis now
because theirs is an infrastructure that
is continually crumbling.

We cannot keep ignoring Haiti. Haiti
is a part of the Western Hemisphere.
Haiti is a part of a collection of islands
and places in this hemisphere where
things happen that we cannot ignore,
and important developments there im-
pact upon our quality of life here.

For example, as the economies of
Haiti or any other of the Caribbean is-
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lands crumbles, the drug lords move in.
We have some small island countries
that are now controlled by drug lords.
We may be surrounded if we do not
move to look at the problems of this
hemisphere in a new way and deal with
the problems of Haiti and the problems
of the crumbling economies of certain
island groups that have been hit very
hard with a new set of rules that make
it more difficult for them to sell their
bananas in the European market.

The economies that were hit hard by
the hurricane just yesterday and
today, economies that never were that
strong and have never had any signifi-
cant assistance from the United States,
those economies now are sitting there
as bait and targets for drug lords to
prey upon.

We are very concerned about drugs
and the continuing in-flow of drugs and
the impact that drugs have on our
economy. We are going to spend mil-
lions of dollars to provide aid for police
and military operations in certain
countries in order to combat the drug
trade. Most of that money is going to
go into the hands of the very people
who are part of the whole problem.
Large amounts of corruption have been
discovered in all of the countries that
we will be giving this aid to: Mexico,
Colombia. Every country.

In the final analysis, when we get
down to the bottom line, the law en-
forcement officials are involved in the
drug trade, and that is a consequence
of allowing the economies to decline
and the standards of government to be
corrupted. And we are not going to
solve the problem by addressing what-
ever aid systems we have only to the
military and to the police agencies.

Much further across the world there
is another problem that we ignore at
our peril: The India and Pakistan nu-
clear testing duels. India and Pakistan
both have exploded nuclear weapons.
We are so busy watching Monica
Lewinsky and following Ken Starr, the
fact that these two nations both, in a
period of less than a month, exploded
nuclear weapons does not seem to both-
er us.

We have forgotten, I think, that nu-
clear debris blows in the air, and nu-
clear debris gets into the water, the
oceans, and it moves around the whole
world. Every time we have nuclear ex-
plosions of any kind, we increase the
amount of debris out there in the at-
mosphere.

I was not a star pupil in physics, but
in college biology we did learn about
the half-life of radioactive material,
how long it stays there, and the fact
that radioactive material bombards
our genes and our genes suffer from
mutations. Some of the new kinds of
diseases and microbes and viruses that
we have are probably the result of ra-
dioactive bombardment and, thus,
these mutations.

I remember in the biology class the
professor citing some experiment that
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had been done with fruit flies. Fruit
flies breed rapidly, so they can tell
from one generation to another what
the changes were. And the radioactive
bombardment of fruit flies had led to
some astounding mutations and
changes in those fruit flies.

That was a long time ago, when I was
in college biology. The rules are still
the same. The principles are still the
same. If there are bombs being ex-
ploded in India and Pakistan, then we
have a problem that we ought to all be
looking at.

The Indians and the Pakistanis
danced in the street. The ordinary peo-
ple went out and danced in the street
when India exploded their nuclear
bomb. They thought it was a great
thing. It was like a great celebration
that we are now a great power. The
party in power, the Hindu party, is now
said to have a firm grip on the popu-
lace, and that they will probably stay
in power for a long time, because they
have demonstrated that they are a
modern nation and can stand toe-to-toe
with the other nuclear powers.

So the people who danced in the
street in India and the people who later
came behind them and said we need
one, too, they applauded their govern-
ment for matching the government in
Pakistan. They are the ones who are
most wvulnerable in terms of radio-
active fallout. They do not know it,
but there will be increasing cancer
cases and all kinds of strange things
happening to them. It is quite sad to
see humanity dancing with glee, joy-
fully celebrating a phenomenon that is
likely to have a very cruel and imme-
diate physical impact on them in the
next decade.

India and Pakistan represent a very
explosive situation. Something is going
to have to give there. And instead of
waiting until it progresses to the point
of Yugoslavia, where we have mayhem
and murder and, for humanitarian rea-
sons, all the nations of the world de-
cide they want to do something about
it, we ought to try to solve the Paki-
stan India problem now.

At the heart of it is the Kashmir cri-
sis, the Kashmir situation, which is a
long-standing crisis. When I was in
high school I remember India received
its independence and Pakistan was a
breakaway area that, at the last mo-
ment, broke away and formed its own
independent nation. Kashmir was sup-
posed to become part of Pakistan but a
deal was made with the rajah of Kash-
mir. And although the people who lived
there primarily were Muslim, he was
Hindu, they decided to go with India.
He decided, as an individual.

That may be collapsing too much his-
tory too rapidly, but, basically, Kash-
mir is a place where the greater per-
centage of the people are Muslims. If
they are given a chance to vote, they
would vote to become a part of Paki-
stan. If they became independent, be-
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cause they are Muslims, they would
have a close alliance with Pakistan.
India knows this. And instead of acqui-
escing to the will of the people, allow-
ing a vote to take place and having
Kashmir become either independent or
quasi-independent, or having Kashmir
make the decision to join Pakistan,
India refuses to allow a vote. There is
armed conflict there. Soldiers are
arrayed on different borders and real
difficulties may erupt at any time.

The United States has played a major
role in several conflicts that have
taken place over the years because the
United States has basically been an
ally of Pakistan. Pakistan deserves a
little more help from the whole world,
and certainly from the United States,
because Pakistan will probably be the
loser in any armed conflict with India
if nobody else came to their aid. In-
stead of waiting for some armed con-
flict to develop, we ought to try to go
to the aid of the situation by insisting,
having the United Nations use its
moral force, appeal to that element in
India which still believes in Mahatma
Gandhi, and appeal to India’s sense of
leadership in the world to go ahead and
let Kashmir and the people of Kashmir
vote. Let them determine where they
are going to go in the standoff between
armies in Kashmir and move on to a
different set of arrangements.

Now, this particular crisis and this
particular problem did not just pop
into my head. It is one that has been
brought to my attention because in my
Congressional District, the 11th Con-
gressional District in Brooklyn, there
is a large Pakistani community, either
the first or second largest Pakistani
community in the country. And like
everybody else, they have brought
their problems to my attention. And 1
am appalled at the length of time that
the Kashmir-India-Pakistan crisis has
gone on.

1t is one of the things that we should
be concerned with. It is one of the
things that we are neglecting, as the
indispensable Nation. If there is a real
bloody conflict, they are going to call
on us. If there is a threat to the sta-
bility of the world, or the fishing lanes,
there are all kinds of reasons why we
will respond, and that is good. Just for
humanitarian reasons, we should re-
spond, and I have no problem with
that, but we will not unless we are able
to take our eyes off the trivial, the
endless flow of trivial details about
what is happening in the President’s
private life and what is happening with
the Ken Starr Monica Lewinsky case,
et cetera.

We need to come back and, before
this session of Congress ends, try to get
serious about the fact that we are the
indispensable Nation, involved in all
kinds of activities that are important
to the world as well as important to
our own economy and our own quality
of life.
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So I have talked about saving Social
Security, the Federal assistance to
education, minimum wage increase,
HMO reform and greater health care
coverage, the stalled peace process in
the Mideast, Yugoslavia, Bosnia, Ser-
bia, Kosovo, and those kinds of erup-
tions in that part of the world, Paki-
stan, India and Kashmir. These are just
some of the kinds of pressing problems
and issues that we ought to be address-
ing.

Finally, I would also like to conclude
my little list here by talking about
something much closer to home, which
arouses a lot of emotions, and that is
the President’s Commission on Race.
Recently, the President’'s Commission
on Race made a report, and 99 percent
of the people of this country do not
even know they have concluded their
activities and made a report. I think
that some aspect of the Lewinsky-
Starr pornographic drama was unveiled
on the same day they made their re-
port. Certainly in the days that fol-
lowed, the headlines, the media, every-
thing was dominated by the Lewinsky-
Starr Peyton Place drama or soap
opera.

So the Commission issued a report,
and I have not had a chance to read the
report yet, but I have read some of the
highlights in the press conference or
the interviews with members of the
Commission. The Commission made a
great point of saying that it did not
think that we should apologize for
slavery. It did not think that the
American government should apologize
for slavery. .

Now, I wonder why, if they were not
going to make a positive statement,
that we should apologize for slavery,
why did they bother to deal with that
issue at all? I think the Commission
sort of defined itself by rushing to
make a statement that was a negative
one. Instead of emphasizing that what
it did stand for, what it did want, it
made a statement which everybody
picked up as wonderful. It is wonderful
that the Commission on Race, ap-
pointed by the President, says that
there should be no apology for slavery.

Now, that is something that needs to
be discussed and it, of course, is com-
pletely off the radar screen. Very little
discussion will take place. But the
President is to be applauded, still, for
appointing that Commission. The ex-
istence of that Commission was a very
important step forward. However small
its budget might have been, or its staff,
or however circumscribed its charge
was, it was a constructive step forward
by a President who did not have to do
it. There was no crisis in terms of riot-
ing in the street, there was no crisis of
bombing of schools, there was no crisis
of a governor standing in the school-
house door.
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All of these kinds of things were not
happening. So the President had no po-
litical reason for appointing a commis-
sion to review race relations. It was a
brilliant stroke to just get people to
discuss it. Discussing the issue will not
resolve the very serious problems that
we face with respect to race relations
in the United States, but not dis-
cussing it certainly will not get us any-
where and when a President uses his
prestige to spark a discussion and
move it forward, that is a very positive
achievement and the President should
be given full credit for that.

The problem is in my opinion that
the people on the commission did not
take full advantage of the opportunity.
I think the commission had some of
the best minds in the field. All the peo-
ple there were quite impressive in
terms of their academic credentials, in
terms of their experience, et cetera. I
think they had very good minds. I re-
gret that the commission, the giant in-
tellect and the giant minds were ac-
companied by very tiny spirits. I think
it is a tiny spirit that makes a point
that we will not recommend that there
be an apology for slavery and that is
the most important thing that they
have to lead with. We do not rec-
ommend that there be an apology for
slavery. They are tiny spirits because
they seem to be afraid, intimidated by
certain forces that have insisted that
apologizing for slavery is ridiculous or
it is absurd, it is unfair to ask this gen-
eration to apologize for slavery because
they cannot do it, they were not here,
there were good people in both North
and South, et cetera, et cetera. There
are a lot of reasons that are given.
However, all of these reasons, and ev-
erybody who backs away from endors-
ing an apology for slavery, including
the majority of the members in the
Black Caucus think it should not be
done because it is too little and we do
not want to have people have their con-
sciences salved by taking a little step
like apologizing for slavery. I disagree.
1 think it is symbolism and we live by
symbolism. Symbolism is very impor-
tant. There is a galloping symbolism
that other nations are adopting. We
have an apology every week just about.
If you follow the papers, something is
there every week apologizing for some
atrocities that have been committed in
the past, some injustices, et cetera.

This week, today, Thursday, Sep-
tember 24, we have an apology with
money. I am going to read from the
New York Times International, Thurs-
day, September 24, today. This is on
page A-12. Siemens Creates a Fund for
Nazi Slave Workers.

“Following the lead of Volkswagen,”
Volkswagen was in the paper last week.
Volkswagen apologized for the enslavement
of large numbers of people during the war,
having them work in their plant and not
only apologized, they offered $12 million. I
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think Siemens is following the lead of Volks-
wagen.

“Following the lead of Volkswagen, the
German electronics glant Siemens an-
nounced plans today for a $12 million fund to
compensate former slave laborers forced to
work for the company by the Nazis during
World War II.

‘‘Siemens is one of several German busi-
nesses under pressure from lawsuits in the
United States and threats of more at home
from Nazi-era victims.

“Volkswagen last week became the first of
these companies to agree to such payments
when it announced its own $12 million fund—
a change of heart after arguing for years
that it had no legal duty to pay back wages
for labor forced on it by the Nazi war ma-
chine.

“*Siemens had a similar change of heart.
Almost a year ago, the company insisted
that it could do no more for its former slave
laborers than express ‘‘deepest regrets."

Siemens has gone from apologizing,
they did express deep regrets, they
apologized. And we are saying large
numbers of people are saying that this
nation, America, the great nation of
America should not even do that. Do
not apologize for slavery. Do not have
the government apologize for the hor-
ror, probably the greatest crime com-
mitted against humanity when you add
it all up and look at its in its totality.
But Siemens is doing that for the la-
borers who were forced to work as
slaves during the war. Volkswagen is
doing it. Siemens today, Volkswagen
last week. And last week, week before
last, quite some time, the Swiss, the
Swiss banks and the Swiss government
have been apologizing to the Jews who
were swindled out of their money in
various ways when they deposited it in
Swiss banks during World War II. The
Swiss are also on the spot in terms of
their being the agents of the Nazi gov-
ernment, and they are very apologetic
about that. So to have our Commission
on Race portray themselves as heroes
because they are against apologizing
for slavery is most unfortunate.

I think that some good can come out
of the commission report. I will cer-
tainly look at the report closely and I
hope that we move to act on some of
the recommendations that are made by
the commission. But the commission in
total certainly has left a legacy of
spinelessness. The tiny spirits stick
out there despite the gigantic minds.
An apology for slavery would be very
much in order. It is very much con-
sistent with what is being done all over
the world. The Japanese apologizing to
the Koreans that they forced into pros-
titution, the Catholics apologizing in
France to the Jews for what they did to
them, on and on it goes. There are
apologies in civilized nations, in civ-
ilized cultures, apologies all over. So
are we not able to at least take that
step of apologizing for slavery, having
our government apologize for the fact
that slavery was legal, slavery was pro-
tected by the government. For 232
vears it took place here on our con-
tinent under the supervision of legal
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bodies that protected it. We are not
asking for $12 million for a group of
slaves that might have worked one
place and $10 million for another group.
New York City was the third largest
slave port in the country. Most people
do not know that. They associate slav-
ery with the South. But New York City
was the third largest slave port in the
country. There are many streets named
after the great slave owners, slave
holders, in Brooklyn, my own home
borough. If you were to have some way
to compute the amount of money that
is owed in back wages to all the slaves
who labored for years and years with-
out any pay, certainly New York would
have a big payout. You would have a
large number of families that would be
eligible for very big payouts. But we
are not going to go that far. We are not
going to try to do the impossible. But
an apology is a good beginning. A rec-
ognition of the horrors that were per-
petrated with the aid of government is
a good beginning. We should have had
that beginning.

Now, I have covered a lot of terri-
tory, all the way from slavery and pro-
tecting Social Security to apologies for
slavery. My point tonight is, these are
very important items that must be
kept on our agenda. These are very im-
portant items that we cannot ignore.

A recent book came out about this
whole matter of the slave labor in Ger-
many. Each of the factories that were
involved, Volkswagen and Siemens,
they say the Nazis forced them to use
slave labor. But there is a book out
which is called “'The Splendid Blond
Beast: Money, Law and Genocide in the
Twentieth Century’’ by Christopher
Simpson. In that book the thesis is the
companies pursued the cheap slave
labor. They wanted it, they went after
it, they bid on it. It was not just the
government insisting that they utilize
the slave labor of prisoners of war and
Jews and other people that the Nazis
had enslaved. '‘The Splendid Blond
Beast: Money, Law and Genocide in the
Twentieth Century” by Christopher
Simpson. That book has come out re-
cently. There are discussions of it.
That is why I think it should be related
to the apology for slavery and the com-
mission report. All of these things re-
late very much to each other. All of
them are important.

We are a Nation now that has a lead-
ership role in the world. We are the in-
dispensable nation. The President calls
us the indispensable nation. 1 agree
with that term. But we are absorbed
with trivialities. One way to smother
this Nation and to destroy it is to get
s0 consumed with trivialities that we
cannot deal with the major basic issues
that confront our economy, our Nation
and the world. We are obsessed with
ephemeral kinds of things that do not
mean very much one way or the other.
We are consumed. We are manipulated
to be consumed by trivialities. The
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lives of the movie stars and the lives of
the elected officials when they are
treated like the lives of the movie stars
become far more important than the
critical issues of our day. We need to
do something about the issues that I
have just outlined. We need to do some-
thing now. We are at a pivotal period
where we do not have certain kinds of
pressures on us. We do not have a re-
cession. We have a surplus that we are
looking at. We need to have a real,
thorough examination of what it
means to have a surplus and deal with
that. We also need to take a look at
the context with which these
trivialities keep being pushed to the
forefront.

The newspapers and the television
stations are obsessed with forcing us to
examine the trivialities related to the
President’s private life, for example.
First you have an organ of govern-
ment, the special prosecutor’s office,
publishing great details, exploiting
trivialities in a way which will guar-
antee that the report gets a maximum
distribution. You have an organ of gov-
ernment paid $40 million, the whole
Special Prosecutor’s office, which is
putting out something which you could
call a form of nonfiction pornography.
In fact I think it was a statement made
by Ken Starr himself that is very inter-
esting where he said that anybody who
does that kind of thing certainly de-
serves to be condemned. Ken Starr on
60 Minutes in an interview with Diane
Sawyer in 1987 made the following
statement. Quote, from Ken Starr:

Public media should not contain explicit
or implied descriptions of sex acts. Our soci-
ety should be purged of the perverts who pro-
vide the media with pornographic material
while pretending it has some redeeming so-
cial walue under the public's “right to
know." End of Ken Starr’'s quote.

Kenneth Starr, 1987, 60 Minutes, CBS
Television interviewed by Diane Saw-
yer. Let me just read the guote once
more. Quote from Ken Starr:

Public media should not contain explicit
or implied descriptions of sex acts. Our soci-
ety should be purged of the perverts who pro-
vide the media with pornographic material
while pretending it has some redeeming so-
cial value under the public's right to know.

End of quote from Ken Starr.

I agree, Mr. Starr. But you are the
one who is guilty. We have your report
which has been basically rejected by
the majority of the American people.
They do not like it. You overreached.
Whoever acts in concert with you or
that you act in concert with, they have
overreached. And we have a situation
where all of these publications and ex-
posures of salacious material have not
impressed the American people in a
positive way. We have the common
sense of the American people rising up
to challenge and attempt to manipu-
late their minds. The salacious mate-
rial, the pornography was all put there
in order to distract you with
trivialities and not focus on the case
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that is not there against the President.
The President has done nothing which
is an impeachable offense. One way to
make you forget that is to introduce
Peyton Place and soap opera instead
and let you get all caught up in discus-
sions of the details of the soap opera,
Tobacco Road, Peyton Place and a
whole lot of details about intimate ac-
tivities that should not be published
under a government imprimatur, cer-
tainly not by a special prosecutor.
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So the American people have rejected
it. It has not worked. There has been
no automatic response which says
throw him out; you know, we do not
have that. The polls have not done any
gyrations spinning downward, and I
want to read from an article that ap-
peared in today’s New York Times.
Frank Newport, the editor and chief of
the Gallup poll writes the following:

Republicans these days do not seem to
think much of public opinion polls. With a
strong majority of Americans still opposed
to the impeachment of President Clinton,
some prominent Republicans are arguing
that Congress should do what it thinks is
right, not what the polls say.

It is very strange to hear politicians,
Republicans or Democrats, saying we
should ignore the polls. We live by the
polls, and, you know, when we should
be ignoring the polls and providing
leadership and guidance, that is seldom
happens. But suddenly the Republicans
have said the polls are not important.
I wonder how long that is going to be
in effect.

Going back to the article by Mr.
Newport, quote:

Poll taking in an art, not a science, HENRY
HYDE, chairman of the House Judiciary Com-
mittee sald on Tuesday. Representative TOM
DELAY of Texas was more direct: T think
frankly the polls are a joke. Dan Quayle, the
former Vice President, sees a subtext. I
think that the people are far more turned off
with Bill Clinton and all of his shenanigans
than all of these public opinion polls are ex-
pressing, he said in August.

So, Dan Quayle, Tom DELAY and
HENRY HYDE all think polls are ridicu-
lous, they are superfluous, they do not
mean much.

Going back to Mr. Newport's article:

But Republicans should not shoot the mes-
senger. After all polls do nothing more than
summarize the opinions of the people. In a
democratic soclety ignoring the polls dem-
onstrates a considerable arrogance. Why
should we assume that pundits and elected
officlals know more than the average Amer-
ican or that careful scientific polls do not
accurately measure public sentiment?

There 1s no doubt that Americans want
Congress to listen to them. In a Gallup sur-
vey conducted this month 63 percent of those
surveyed said that on the question of a pos-
sible impeachment of President Clinton
Members of Congress should stick closer to
public opinion rather than doing what they
themselves think is best. And to date Ameri-
cans do not want the President to leave of-
fice. Even after the release of the Starr Re-
port and of Mr. Clinton’s testimony on video-
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tape the number of Americans who approve
of the job Mr. Clinton is doing is 66 percent
according to a Gallup poll taken on Monday.
Only 32 percent of respondents favored im-
peaching and removing Mr. Clinton from of-
fice. Thirty-nine percent said that he should
resign.

The results were similar in other polls. In
a NBC news poll, also taken on Monday
night, only 26 percent of the respondents be-
lieve the President was telling the truth, but
60 percent did not believe the President
should resign.

It is certainly possible that the public can
still be convinced that impeachment is a cor-
rect course. That is what happened during
Watergate. In November 1973, just 30 percent
of Americans favored impeaching and forcing
Richard Nixon from office. By August 1974,
just before Nixon resigned, more than 60 per-
cent favored such action.

The job for those who feel Mr. Clinton
should leave office is to take these convic-
tions to the public to continue to make that
case. Ultimately, however, Congress should
listen to the public's response, much of it
measured through polling.

That is the end of the quote of Mr.
Frank Newport in the New York
Times. I think that is today, today's
New York Times, September 24 on the
op-ed page.

1 cite that because, and I read from
Ken Starr's statement before 60 Min-
utes to make the point that we are off
into trivialities, and we are being de-
liberately in many cases led into
trivialities, into matters of little con-
sequence, in order to ignore the big
issues. And, as a Nation, we are prob-
ably going to be subjected to this kind
of activity again and again.

The spin is a part of American polit-
ical life now, the spin. The spin often
will spin you into outer space where
there is nothing but dust and there is
nothing of any consequence.

So I am arguing that we should exer-
cise the common sense out there that
they do not appear to have here in the
Congress.

Continue to focus on the issues, con-
tinue to understand that saving Social
Security is an issue that ought to be
discussed widely, you ought to have a
role in that, you ought to go visit your
Congressperson and talk to them about
it. You ought to understand that an $80
million tax cut jeopardizes the effort
to systematically begin the process of
guaranteeing that Social Security will
survive and be there fully when it is
needed in the future. You ought to not
allow yourself to be pulled away from
the focus on that very real issue.

Federal assistance to education is a
very real issue. Let me just expand for
one moment on what happened today.
We had on the floor of the Congress
today a bill which would increase the
immigration quota for professional
workers. That immigration quota in-
crease is designed primarily to bring in
more information technology workers
into this country. Information tech-
nology workers are people who work in
various ways with computers and the
Internet programing and various
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things related to the computer culture,
and there is a great demand for work-
ers. We already have 65,000 of those
workers in America. That quota was
overrun back in the spring, and now
they want to bring in this year another
25,000, and then every year between
now and the year 2000 increase the
number.

What does that have to do with edu-
cation in America? It says that we are
going to be giving away. We have al-
ready given away 65,000 jobs to for-
eigners. We want to give away another
25,000 to foreigners this year, and we
are going to give up to 1,000 in the year
2001; 107,000, I forget. The big problem
here is that those figures do not tell
the full story. If this is the way the
problem is going to be solved when you
have vacancies and a need for workers
in the high tech area like information
technology, if you are going to allow
the companies to bring in people from
the outside, then they are never going
to be willing to fund and develop an
adequate education system in America.

You know, first of all there is an ad-
vantage in bringing in foreigners from
the outside. They always pay them
less. They do not pay them as much as
they pay information technology work-
ers who are based and trained here. So
that is one advantage they are always
going to be seeking.

We must insist that the piece of leg-
islation which passed on the floor
today is the wrong way to go, that we
ought to revamp our education system
in order to be able to have a pool, a
large pool of people who are in the
early grades exposed to computer lit-
eracy training, and they go up to high
school, and they get more training, and
some kids could actually graduate
from high school and not go to college
and get certified; Microsoft I think cer-
tification, A-1 certification; and make
between 30 and $40,000 a year. If they
want to continue at a junior college or
college, you know all of those opportu-
nities are almost guaranteed to be
there in the future. That is the way we
are going with our economy and the
technology. The jobs will be there. The
Department of Labor estimates that
there will be 1.5 million vacancies in 5
years in the information technology
area.

So, we cannot wait until this session
is over. We need to do something about
federal assistance to education now.

Last Saturday I had a luncheon as
part of the Congressional Black Caucus
legislative weekend. I had a luncheon
and invited 50 school superintendents
to come and help us to develop a strat-
egy or let us get together in solidarity
in order to make certain that for the
remainder of this session of Congress
we are not ignored that the education
agenda is not pushed on the back burn-
er and left there. Thirty-five school su-
perintendents came; I was surprised at
the large number who responded. These
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are superintendents from what we call
America’'s most challenged districts,
the districts that have the largest per-
centages of poor students, students
who receive free school lunches.

So, you know, at that time we ad-
dressed the basic issues that they are
confronted with. They want the school
construction program that is proposed
by the President. They want that to
pass: $22 billion over a 5-year period to
help with school construction. They
want class size reduction. They want
wiring of the schools for technology. If
we do all these things, we will not have
to call upon foreign nations to provide
us with a work force in the next five to
ten years.

We want to deal with HMO reform.
You know, we talk a lot about Medi-
care and the problems that Medicare
has. The problems that Medicaid, the
poorest people have, are far worse than
the problems being experienced by the
people who have Medicare. And there
are too many problems with HMOs and
Medicare already.

The big problem with Medicaid is
that the Governors, the States, are
squeezing the capitation fees so hard,
they are lowering the capitation fees
for families and individuals to the
point where it is hard for the HMOs to
provide the kind of service they should
provide. It is the Governors, it is the
State apparatus that insists on squeez-
ing more and more, saving more and
more, and it has become a situation
where the government has endorsed
second class health care. Second class
health care is deadly health care. You
either have first class health care or
you have dangerous and deadly health
care. And when you cut corners on
health care, it means that the health
care is likely to do more harm than
good. We are being forced into that by
States that are greedy and want more
and more money.

So that is an important issue.

Save and protect Social Security,
provide federal assistance to education
now, let us not wait this session. We
need to act on the President's pro-
posals. More and more people in the
black community, I must confess, par-
ents, are looking to vouchers, 56 per-
cent according to several polls. Fifty-
six percent of the parents said they are
ready to try vouchers. I know why that
phenomenon is taking place. They are
desperate. They have given up on the
public schools. The way to reverse that
desperation is to show there is some
reason to have hope, take some action
to do meaningful things about the situ-
ation in our public schools, take dra-
matic, highly visible action like school
construction, class size reduction and
the wiring of schools in order to have a
maximum use of technology. That
brings hope for the public schools. It
renews all that is there.

We must continue despite the fact
that a continuing resolution sort of
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blocks out a clear discussion of the
issues. We must continue the discus-
sion and try to force onto the agenda of
the continuing resolution debate all of
these priority programs like the saving
and protection of Social Security, and
the federal assistance to education,
HMO reform. They cannot be smoth-
ered away by the fact that there will be
no individual appropriations bills on
each one of these areas.

So I hope that the common sense of
the American people will invade these
halls in the next few weeks, we will get
away from the trivialities and the por-
nography and return to issues that
matter most in this indispensable Na-
tion. We need to continue to make de-
cisions that are going to carry us into
the 21st century as a leader of the free
world.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. Manton (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today after 5:00 p.m. on
account of personal reasons.

Ms. SANCHEZ (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) beginning at 5:00 p.m. today
and for the balance of the day on ac-
count of official business.

—————

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Ms. KAPTUR) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. BRowN of Ohio, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. CONYERS, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. HINCHEY, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. NORTON, for b5 minutes, today.

Mr. MINGE, for 5 minutes, today.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, for 5 minutes,
today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. CHAMBLISS) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. CHAMBLISS, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. PAUL, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. BILBRAY, for 5 minutes, today.

—————

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Ms. KAPTUR) and to include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. KIND.

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas.

Ms. PELOSI.

Mr. CONDIT.

Mrs. CAPPS.

Mr. DooLEY of California.
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Mrs. MALONEY of New York.

Mr. UNDERWOOD.

Mr. KUCINICH.

Mr. MCDERMOTT.

Mrs. MINK of Hawadii.

Mr. OBERSTAR.

Mr. KLECZKA.

Ms. SANCHEZ.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ.

Ms. McCARTHY of Missouri.

Ms. LEE.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. CHAMBLISS) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. THOMAS.

Mr. EHRLICH.

Mr. RIGGS.

Mrs. NORTHUP.

Mr. BoB SCHAFFER of Colorado.

Mr. BILIRAKIS.

Mr. CASTLE.

Mr. SMITH of Oregon.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. OWENS) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. TOWNS.

Mrs. MORELLA.

. RAMSTAD.

. BURTON of Indiana.
HUTCHINSON.
ROHRABACHER.

. FRELINGHUYSEN.
DIXON.

. GREEN.

EEREREE

BILL PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee
on House Oversight, reported that that
committee did on the following date
present to the President, for his ap-
proval, a bill of the House of the fol-
lowing title:

On September 23, 1998:

H.R. 1856. To amend the Fish and Wildlife
Act of 1956 to promote volunteer programs
and community partnerships for the benefit
of national wildlife refuges, and for other
purposes.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 9 o'clock and 44 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Sep-
tember 25, 1998, at 9 a.m.

————

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

11228. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department's final
rule—Brucellosis in Cattle; State and Area
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Classifications; Florida [Docket No. 98-014-2]
received August 17, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

11229. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Mediterranean Fruit Fly; Addition to
Quarantined Areas [Docket No. 98-083-1] re-
celved August 17, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1XA), to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

11230. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Mexican Fruit Fly Regulations; Re-
moval of Regulated Area [Docket No. 98-084—
1] received August 17, 1998, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

11231. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Validated Brucellosis-Free States; Ala-
bama [Docket No. 98-086-1] received August
17, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Agriculture.

11232. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Mediterranean Fruit Fly; Addition to
Quarantined Areas [Docket No. 98-083-2] re-
celved August 18, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801¢a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

11233. A letter from the Director, Office of
Legislative Affairs, Federal Deposit Insur-
ance Corporation, transmitting the Corpora-
tion's final rule—Risk-Based Capital Stand-
ards: Unrealized Holding Gains on Certain
Equity Securities [Docket No. 98-12] (RIN:
15657-AB14) received September 15, 1998, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Services.

11234. A letter from the Director, Office of
Legislative Affairs, Federal Deposit Insur-
ance Corporation, transmitting the Corpora-
tion’s final rule—Capital; Risk-Based Capital
Guidelines; Capital Adequacy Guidelines;
Capital Maintenance: Servicing Assets
[Docket No. 98-10] (RIN: 1567-AB14) received
September 10, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S8.C.
801(a)1¥A), to the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

11235. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
transmitting the Agency's final rule—Final
Flood Elevation Determinations [44 CFR
Part 67] received September 15, 1998, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. B01(a)(1)A); to the Committee
on Banking and Financial Services.

11236. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
transmitting the Agency's final rule—
Changes in Flood Elevation Determinations
[Docket No. FEMA-T7261] received September
15, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)}1)A); to
the Committee on Banking and Financial
Services.

11237. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
transmitting the Department's final rule—
Suspension of Community Ellgibility [Dock-
et No. FEMA-764] received September
15,1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)1)(A); to
the Committee on Banking and Financial
Services.

11238. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
transmitting the Department's final rule—
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List of Communities Eligible for the Sale of
Flood Insurance [Docket No. FEMA-T693] re-
ceived September 15, 1998, pursuant to 6§
U.S5.C. 801(a)(1}A); to the Committee on
Banking and Financlal Services.

11239. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
transmitting the Agency's final rule—
Changes in Flood Elevation Determinations
[44 CFR Part 65] recelved September 15, 1998,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Services.

11240. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
transmitting the Agency's final rule—Final
Flood Elevation Determination [44 CFR Part
67] received September 15, 1998, pursuant to 5
U.8.C. 801(a)1XA); to the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services.

11241. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Secretary for Policy, Department of Labor,
transmitting the Department's final rule—
Interim Rule Amending Summary Plan De-
scription Regulation (RIN: 1210-AA55) re-
ceived September 15, 1998, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce.

11242. A letter from the AMD-Performance
Evaluation and Records Management, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule—Amend-
ment of the Commission’s rules to Provide
for Operation of Unlicensed NII Devices in
the 5 GHz Frequency Range [ET Docket No.
96-102] received August 11, 1998, pursuant to
5 U.8.C. 801(a)(1)A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

11243. A letter from the Assistant Sec-
retary for Export Administration, Depart-
ment of Commerce, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Establishment of 24-
month Validity Period for Certain Reexport
Authorizations and Revocation of Other Au-
thorizations [Docket No. 980821223-8223-01]
(RIN: 0694-AB74) received September 15, 1998,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

11244, A letter from the Director, Office of
Executive Assistance Management, Depart-
ment of Commerce, transmitting the Depart-
ment's final rule—Uniform Administrative
Requirements for Grants and Agreements
With Institutions of Higher Education, Hos-
pitals, Other Non-Profit, and Commercial Or-
ganizations (RIN: 0605-AA09) received Sep-
tember 10, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)X1)A); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight.

11245. A letter from the Executive Director,
Federal Labor Relations Authority, trans-
mitting the Authority's final rule—Regula-
tions Implementing Coverage of Federal Sec-
tor Labor Relations Laws to the Executive
Office of the President [6 CFR Parts
2420,2421,2422,2423, and 2470] received Sep-
tember 8, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight.

11246. A letter from the Executive Director,
The Presidio Trust, transmitting the Trust’'s
final rule—Management of the Presidio
(RIN: 3212-AA01) received September 10, 1998,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)XA); to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

11247. A letter from the Acting Deputy As-
sistant Administrator for Ocean Services and
Coastal Zone Management, National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration, transmit-
ting the Administration’s final rule—Finan-
clal Assistance for a National Ocean Service
Intern Program [Docket No. 980723189-8189-
01] (RIN: 0648-ZA46) received September 10,
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Science,
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11248. A letter from the Director, National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration,
transmitting the Administration’s final
rule—NOAA Climate and Global Change Pro-
gram, Program Announcement [Docket No.
980413092-8092-01] (RIN: 0648-ZA39) received
September 15, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
B01(a)(1MA); to the Committee on Science.

11249, A letter from the Deputy General
Counsel, Small Business Administration,
transmitting the Administration’s final
rule—Disaster Loan Program [13 CFR Part
123] received September 9, 1998, pursuant to 5
U.S8.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Small Business.

11250. A letter from the Assistant Sec-
retary of Labor, Department of Labor, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Unem-
ployment Insurance Program Letter [No. 41-
98] received September 16, 1998, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 80l(a)1)A); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

11251. A letter from the Secretary of
Health and Human Services, transmitting
the Department's final rule—Automated
Data Processing Funding Limitation for
Child Support Enforcement Systems (RIN:
0970-ABT1) received September 15, 1998, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

11252, A letter from the Secretary of
Health and Human Services, transmitting
the Department's final rule—Washington:
Withdrawal of Immediate Final Rule for Au-
thorization of State Hazardous Waste Man-
agement Program Revision [FRL-6147-3] re-
celved September 15, 1998, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. B01(a)1MA), to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

11253. A letter from the Secretary of
Health and Human Services, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Health Care
Programs: Fraud and Abuse; Revised OIG Ex-
clusion Authorities Resulting From Public
Law 104-191 (RIN: 0991-A AB7) received August
15, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)M1)A);
jointly to the Committees on Ways and
Means and Commerce.

11254. A letter from the Director, Defense
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting
notification concerning the Department of
the Navy's Proposed Letter(s) of Offer and
Acceptance (LOA) to the Netherlands for de-
fense articles and services (Transmittal No.
98-53), pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(h); to the
Committee on International Relations.

11255. A letter from the Director, Defense
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting
notification concerning the Department of
the Navy's Proposed Letter(s) of Offer and
Acceptance (LOA) to Spain for defense arti-
cles and services (Transmittal No. 98-57),
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 27T76(b); to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

11256. A letter from the Director, Defense
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting
notification concerning the Department of
the Army's Proposed Letter(s) of Offer and
Acceptance (LOA) to Egypt for defense arti-
cles and services (Transmittal No. 98-62),
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and referred to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: Committee on Re-
sources. H.R. 2370. A bill to amend the Or-
ganic Act of Guam for the purposes of clari-
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fying the local judicial structure and the of-
fice of Attorney General; with amendments
(Rept. 105-742). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington: Committee
on Rules. House Resolution 551. Resolution
providing for the consideration of the bill
(H.R. 4618) to provide emergency assistance
to American farmers and ranchers for crop
and livestock feed losses due to disasters and
to respond to loss of world markets for
American agricultural commodities (Rept.
105-743). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. SOLOMON: Committee on Rules,
House Resolution 552. Resolution providing
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 4578) to
amend the Social Security Act to establish
the Protect Soclal Security Account into
which the Secretary of the Treasury shall
deposit budget surpluses until a reform
measure is enacted to ensure the long-term
solvency of the OASDI trust fund, and for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 45679) to pro-
vide tax relief for individuals, families, and
farming and other small businesses, to pro-
vide tax incentives for education, to extend
certain expiring provisions, and for other
purposes (Rept. 105-744). Referred to the
House Calendar.

Mr. DREIER: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 553. Resolution providing for con-
sideration on the bill (H.R. 2621) to extend
trade authorities procedures with respect to
reciprocal trade agreements, and for other
purposes (Rept. 105-745). Referred to the
House Calendar.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of Rule X and clause 4
of Rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Mr. MENENDEZ (for himself, Mr.
BONIOR, Mr. REYES, Mr. SANDLIN, Mr.
BORSKI, Ms. FURSE, and Mr. UNDER-
WOoOoD):

H.R. 4617. A bill to provide increased fund-
ing to combat drug offenses, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary, and in addition to the Committees on
Education and the Workforce, and Com-
merce, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. SMITH of Oregon:

H.R. 4618. A bill to provide emergency as-
sistance to American farmers and ranchers
for crop and livestock feed losses due to dis-
asters and to respond to loss of world mar-
kets for American agricultural commodities;
to the Committee on Agriculture, and in ad-
dition to the Committee on the Budget, for a
period to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mrs. MINK of Hawalli:

H.R. 4619. A bill to modify the require-
ments under the Immigrant Investor Pilot
Program in order to permit an alien who
joins a limited partnership after the partner-
ship’s creation to qualify for a visa under
such program; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. HORN:

H.R. 4620. A bill to establish a Federal
Commission on Statistical Policy to study
the reorganization of the Federal statistical
system, to provide uniform safeguards for
the confidentiality of information acquired
for exclusively statistical purposes, and to
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improve the efficiency of Federal statistical
programs and the quality of Federal statis-
tics by permitting limited sharing of records
among designated agencies for statistical
purposes under strong safeguards; to the
Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight, and in addition to the Commit-
tees on Education and the Workforce, and
Rules, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. CASTLE (for himself, Mr. BOEH-
LERT, Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania,
Mr. FoLEY, Mr. Fox of Pennsylvania,
Mr. DooLEY of California, Mr. GIL-
MAN, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. LAZIO of New
York, Mr. QUINN, Mr. SAWYER, and
Mr. SHAYS):

H.R. 4621. A bill to provide for grants, a na-
tional clearinghouse, and a report to im-
prove the guality and avallability of after-
school programs; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce.

By Ms. DUNN of Washington:

H.R. 4622, A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to clarify the standards
used for determining whether individuals are
not employees; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. FOSSELLA (for himself, Mrs.
KELLY, Mr. MANTON, Mr. ACKERMAN,
Mr. King of New York, Mr. MEEKS of
New York, Mr. SOLOMON, Mrs.
MAaLoNEY of New York, Mr. ENGEL,
and Mr. GILMAN):

H.R. 4623. A bill to amend title 36, United
States Code, to grant a Federal charter to
the National Lighthouse Center and Mu-
seum; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. LEACH:

H.R. 4624. A bill to require the Secretary of
the Treasury to mint coins in conjunction
with the minting of coins by the Republic of
Iceland in commemoration of the millen-
nium of the discovery of the New World by
Leif Ericsson; to the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

By Mr. MCDERMOTT (for himself, Mr,
DICKs, and Mr., ApAaM SMITH of Wash-
ington):

H.R. 4625. A bill to designate the United
States court house located at West 920 River-
side in Spokane, Washington, as the ‘‘THOM-
AS S. Foley United States Court House'; to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

By Mr. THOMAS:

H.R. 4626. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide individuals a
credit against income tax for the purchase of
a new energy efficient affordable home and
of energy efficiency improvements to an ex-
isting home; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. UNDERWOOD (for himself and
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska):

H. Res. 5564. A resolution to condemn North
Korea's missile launch over Japan; to the
Committee on International Relations.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memo-
rials were presented and referred as fol-
lows:

395, The SPEAKER presented a memorial
of the legislature of the territory of Guam,
relative to Resolution No. 303 memorializing
the Congress of the United States to pass
legislation granting an exemption from the
maritime cabotage laws of the United States
to benefit Guam, Hawali, Alaska, and Puerto
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Rico; jointly to the Committees on National
Security and Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 306: Mr. REGULA.

H.R. 372: Mr. DICKS.

H.R. 457: Mr. ApaM SMITH of Washington.

H.R. 979: Mr. MENENDEZ.

H.R. 1126: Mr. REDMOND.

H.R. 1500: Mr. FORBES and Mr. PETERSON of
Minnesota.

H.R. 2094: Mrs. MINK of Hawalil.

H.R. 2593: Mrs. BoNOo, Mr. KLINK, and Mr.
MCGOVERN.

H.R. 2868: Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina.

H.R. 2908: Mr. SAWYER and Ms. MCCARTHY
of Missouri.

H.R. 3008: Mr. LAMPSON.

H.R. 3169: Mr. BLAGOJEVICH.

H.R. 3290: Mr. DICKEY.

H.R. 3304: Mr, KUCINICH.

H.R. 3602: Mr, DOOLITTLE.

H.R. 3632: Mr. CAMPBELL.

H.R. 3636: Mr. PASTOR, Mr. CHRISTENSEN,
Ms. PELOSI, Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. OLVER, Mrs,
JOHNSON of Connecticut, and Mr. CAMP.

H.R. 3702: Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN,
FORBES, and Mr. MURTHA.

H.R. 3704: Mr. TRAFICANT, Ms. DELAURO,
Mr. ENSIGN, and Mr. CANADY of Florida.

H.R. 3835: Mr. SoUDER, Mr. KiND of Wis-
consin, Mr. SHAW, Mr. MOLLOHAN, Ms. RIv-
ERS, Mr. DEFAZIO, and Mr. DOYLE.

H.R. 3925: Ms. PELOSI.

H.R. 3935: Mr. MARKEY and Mr. GUTIERREZ.

H.R. 3949: Mr. COOK.

H.R. 4019: Mr. KING of New York and Mr.
STENHOLM.

H.R. 4027: Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN.

H.R. 4172: Mr. SaM JOHNSON of Texas and
Mr. NORWOOD.

H.R. 4196: Mr.

H.R. 4197: Mr.

H.R. 4213: Mr.
. 4228: Mr.
. 4291: Ms.
. 4299: Mr.
. 4322: Mr.
. 4368: Mr.
. 4370: Mr.

Mr.

GOODLATTE.

BLUNT.

LIVINGSTON.

MANZULLO.

FURSE.

BONIOR.

BARRETT of Wisconsin.

SMITH of New Jersey.
CoOksEY and Mr. BOB SCHAF-

=
o

=
LEEE T
¥ Dmoumx

. 4404: Mr. LAHOOD.

H.R. 4407: Mr. Baupacct and Mr, PETERSON
of Minnesota.

H.R. 4449: Mr. LeEwis of Kentucky, Mr.
CHAMBLISS, Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. PRICE of
North Carolina, Mrs. MYRICK, Mrs. MORELLA,
Mr. ApaM SMITH of Washington, and Mr.
HOLDEN.

H.R. 4492: Mrs. CapPs, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr.
GUTKNECHT, Mr. Dicks, and Mr. CANADY of
Florida.

H.R. 4499: Mr. BrRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr.
SERRANO, and Mr. FROST.

H.R. 4504: Mr. MCGOVERN.

H.R. 4542: Mr, FORBES.

H.R. 4553: Mr. BACHUS, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr.
EHRLICH, Mr. PARKER, and Mr. HEFLEY.

H.R. 4563: Mr. PaPPAS, Mrs. KENNELLY of
Connecticut, Ms. LEE, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr.
YATES, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. GEJDENSON,
Mr. WEXLER, Mr. LANTOS, Mr., BERMAN, Mr.
BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr. WELLER, Mrs.
KEBELLY, and Mr. DEUTSCH.

H.R. 4567: Mr. MEEHAN and Mr. BOB SCHAF-
FER.

H.R. 4576: Mr. GALLEGLY.

H.R. 4590: Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr. BOEHLERT,
and Mr. MCGOVERN.
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H.R. 4597: Mr. SKAGGS, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of
Texas, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. SANDLIN, Ms. RIV-
ERS, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. KLINK, Ms. ROYBAL-AL-
LARD, Mr. GREEN, Mr. WYNN, Ms. EDDIE BER-
NICE JOHNSON of Texas, Ms. STABENOW, Mr.
GORDON, and Mr. ApaM SMITH of Washington.

H.R. 4600; Mr. ACKERMAN.

H.R. 4611: Mr. RANGEL and Mrs. THURMAN.

H. Con. Res. 166: Mr. PETERSON of Min-
nesota.

H. Con. Res. 317: Mr. NETHERCUTT and Mr.
TORRES.

H. Con. Res, 320: Mrs. KELLY, Mr. McGov-
ERN, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. GUTIERREZ, and Mr.
UPTON.

H. Con, Res, 328: Mr. WELDON of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. GUTIERREZ, and Mr. SANDLIN.

H. Res. 479: Mr. RUSH.

H. Res. 519: Mr. COOK.

H. Res. 532: Mr. ADERHOLT and Mr. BRADY
of Texas.

H. Res. 533: Mr. MoORAN of Virginia and Mr.
LIPINSKIL.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the clerk’s
desk and referred as follows:

78. The SPEAKER presented a petition of
The Legislature of Rockland County, rel-
ative to Resolution No. 214 of 1998 peti-
tioning Congress to defeat Senate Bill 8, 10,
because the protection of juveniles who are
incarcerated, is a deep concern to it. This
Legislature opposes laws that would subject
juveniles to contract with adult prisoners in
jails or prisons or holding juveniles in adult
jails for an unlamented amount of time; to
the Committee on Education and the Work-
force.

79. Also, a petition of The Legislature of
Rockland County, relative to Resolution No.
193 of 1998 petitioning the Congress of the
United States, to enact the Ticket to Work
and Self-Sufficiency Act of 1998; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

————

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 4578
OFFERED BY: MR. RANGEL
(Amendment in the Nature of a Substitute)

AMENDMENT No. 1: Strike all after the en-
acting clause and insert the following:
SECTION 1. RESERVATION OF SOCIAL SECURITY

SURPLUSES SOLELY FOR SOCIAL SE-
CURITY SYSTEM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 201 of the Social
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 401) is amended by
adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

“(n)(1) The Secretary of the Treasury, be-
fore the beginning of each fiscal year, shall
estimate the amount of the Soclal Security
surplus for such year. For purposes of this
subsection, the term ‘Social Security sur-
plus’ means the excess of the receipts in the
Trust Funds during the fiscal year (including
interest on obligations held in such funds)
over the outlays from such funds during such
year:

‘(2) If the Secretary of the Treasury deter-
mines that there is a Social Security surplus
for any fiscal year, such Secretary shall
transfer during such year from the General
fund of the Treasury an amount equal to the
amount of the surplus to the Federal Reserve
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Bank of New York. Such transfer shall be
made monthly on the basis of estimates by
the Secretary of the Treasury of the portion
of the surplus attributable to the month, and
proper adjustments shall be made in
amounts, subsequently transferred to the ex-
tent prior estimates were in excess of or less
than amounts required to be transferred.
Amounts transferred under this paragraph
shall substitute for (and be in lieu of) equiva-
lent amounts otherwise required to be trans-
ferred to the Trust Funds.

“(3) The Federal Reserve Bank of New
York shall hold the amounts transferred
under paragraph (2), and all income from in-
vestment thereof, in trust for the benefit of
the Trust Funds., Amounts so held shall be
invested in marketable obligations of the
United States with maturities that the Man-
aging Trustee determines are consistent
with the requirements of the Trust Funds.
Amounts held in trust under this paragraph
(and earnings thereon) shall be treated as
part of the balance of the Trust Funds.

‘(4) If, at any time, any obligation ac-
quired under paragraph (2) has a market
value less than its acquisition cost by reason
of a change in interest rates, the Federal Re-
serve Bank of New York may, at any time,
present such obligation to the Secretary of
the Treasury for redemption, notwith-
standing the maturity date or any other re-
quirement relating to such obligation, and
the Secretary of the Treasury shall redeem
such obligation for an amount that is not
less than such acquisition cost.

*(5) Upon request by the Managing Trust-
ee, the Federal Reserve Bank of New York
shall transfer to the appropriate Trust Fund
the amount determined by the Managing
Trustee to be necessary to meet the obliga-
tions of such Fund.

“(6) All transfers to the Federal Reserve
Bank of New York under paragraph (2) shall
be treated as Federal outlays for all budg-
etary purposes of the United States Govern-
ment, except that such transfers shall not be
subject to section 2562 of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985
and all transfers to the Trust Funds under
paragraph (5) shall be treated as offsetting
receipts.”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply to fiscal
years beginning on or after October 1, 1998.

Amend the title so as to read: ““A bill to re-
serve 100 percent of the social security sur-
pluses solely for the Social Security Sys-
tem,”.

H.R. 4579
OFFERED BY: MR. RANGEL

(Amendment in the Nature of a Substitute)

AMENDMENT No. 1; Strike all after the en-
acting clause and insert the following:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE, ETC.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the “*‘Taxpayer Rellef Act of 1998,

(b) AMENDMENT OF 1986 CoDE.—Except as
otherwise expressly provided, whenever in
this Act an amendment or repeal is ex-
pressed in terms of an amendment to, or re-
peal of, a section or other provision, the ref-
erence shall be considered to be made to a
section or other provision of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986.

(c) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—

Sec. 1. Short title, etc.

TITLE I—PROVISIONS PRIMARILY
AFFECTING INDIVIDUALS AND FAMILIES
Subtitle A—General Provisions
Sec. 101. Elimination of marriage penalty in
standard deduction.
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Sec. 102, Exemption of certain interest and

dividend income from tax.

Sec. 103. Nonrefundable personal credits al-
lowed against alternative min-
imum tax.

104, 100 percent deduction for health in-
sarance costs of self-employed
individunals.

1056. Special rule for members of uni-
formed services and Foreign
Service In determining exclu-
sion of gain from sale of prin-
cipal residence.

106. $1,000,000 exemption from estate
and gift taxes.

Subtitle B—Provisions Relating to

Education

111. Eligible educational institutions
permitted to maintain qualified
tuition programs.

112. Modification of arbitrage rebate
rules applicable to public
school construction bonds.

Subtitle C—Provisions Relating to Social
Security
Sec. 121. Increases in the social security
earnings limit for individuals
who have attained retirement

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

age.

Sec. 122, Recomputation of benefits after

normal retirement age.

TITLE II—PROVISIONS PRIMARILY AF-
FECTING FARMING AND OTHER BUSI-
NESSES
Subtitle A—Increase in Expense Treatment

for Small Businesses

Sec. 201. Increase in expense treatment for

small businesses.

Subtitle B—Provisions Relating to Farmers

Sec. 211. Income averaging for farmers made

permanent.

Sec. 212. 5-year net operating loss carryback

for farming losses.

Sec. 213. Production flexibility

payments.
Subtitle C—Increase in Volume Cap on
Private Activity Bonds

Sec. 221. Increase in volume cap on private

activity bonds.

TITLE III—EXTENSION AND MODIFICA-
TION OF CERTAIN EXPIRING PROVI-
SIONS

Subtitle A—Tax Provisions

301. Research credit.

302. Work opportunity credit.

303. Welfare-to-work credit.

304. Contributions of stock to private
foundations, expanded public
inspection of private founda-
tions' annual returns.

305. Subpart F exemption for active fi-
nancing income.

Subtitle B—Generalized System of

Preferences

311. Extension of Generalized System of
Preferences.

TITLE IV—REVENUE OFFSET

401. Treatment of certain deductible
liquidating distributions of reg-
ulated Iinvestment companies
and real estate investment
trusts.

TITLE V—TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS

Sec. 501, Definitions; coordination with

other titles.
Sec. 502. Amendments related to Internal
Revenue Service Restructuring
and Reform Act of 1998.

Sec. 503. Amendments related to Taxpayer
Relief Act of 1997.

contract

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
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Sec. 504. Amendments related to Tax Re-
form Act of 1984.
Sec. 505. Other amendments.

TITLE VI-AMERICAN COMMUNITY
RENEWAL ACT OF 1998

Short title.

Designation of and tax incentives
for renewal communities.

Extension of expensing of environ-
mental remediation costs to re-
newal communities.

Extension of work opportunity tax
credit for renewal communities

Conforming and clerical amend-
ments.

Evaluation and reporting require-
ments.

TITLE VII-TAX REDUCTIONS CONTIN-
GENT ON SAVING SOCIAL SECURITY

Sec. 701. Tax reductions contingent on sav-
ing social security.

TITLE I—PROVISIONS PRIMARILY
AFFECTING INDIVIDUALS AND FAMILIES
Subtitle A—General Provisions
SEC. 101. ELIMINATION OF MARRIAGE PENALTY

IN STANDARD DEDUCTION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section
63(¢c) (relating to standard deduction) is
amended—

(1) by striking **$5,000" in subparagraph (A)
and inserting ‘‘twice the dollar amount in ef-
fect under subparagraph (C) for the taxable
year"”,

(2) by adding “or’" at the end of subpara-
graph (B),

(3) by striking *‘in the case of” and all that
follows in subparagraph (C) and inserting “‘in
any other case.”, and

(4) by striking subparagraph (D).

(b) ADDITIONAL STANDARD DEDUCTION FOR
AGED AND BLIND To BE THE SAME FOR MAR-
RIED AND UNMARRIED INDIVIDUALS.,—

(1) Paragraphs (1) and (2) of section 63()
are each amended by striking “$600" and in-
serting *‘$750"".

(2) Subsection (f) of section 63 is amended
by striking paragraph (3) and by redesig-
nating paragraph (4) as paragraph (3).

(¢) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS,—

(1) Subparagraph (B) of section 1(f)(6) is
amended by striking **(other than with' and
all that follows through ‘‘shall be applied”
and inserting *‘(other than with respect to
sections 63(¢c)(4) and 151(d)(4) A)) shall be ap-
plied”.

(2) Paragraph (4) of section 63(c¢) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following flush
sentence:

“The preceding sentence shall not apply to
the amount referred to in paragraph (2)(A)."”

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
vears beginning after December 31, 1998.

SEC. 102. EXEMPTION OF CERTAIN INTEREST
AND DIVIDEND INCOME FROM TAX.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part III of subchapter B
of chapter 1 (relating to amounts specifically
excluded from gross income) is amended by
inserting after section 115 the following new
section:

“SEC. 116. PARTIAL EXCLUSION OF DIVIDENDS
AND INTEREST RECEIVED BY INDI-
VIDUALS.

‘“a) ExcLusion FrROM GR0SS INCOME.—
Gross income does not include dividends and
interest received during the taxable year by
an individual.

*(b) LIMITATIONS.—

(1) MAXIMUM AMOUNT.—The aggregate
amount excluded under subsection (a) for
any taxable year shall not exceed $200 (3400
in the case of a joint return).

Sec.
Sec.

601.
602.

Sec. 603.

Sec, 604,
605.

606.

Sec.

Sec.
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*(2) CERTAIN DIVIDENDS EXCLUDED.—Sub-
section (a) shall not apply to any dividend
from a corporation which, for the taxable
yvear of the corporation In which the dis-
tribution is made, or for the next preceding
taxable year of the corporation, is a corpora-
tion exempt from tax under section 501 (re-
lating to certain charitable, etc., organiza-
tion) or section 521 (relating to farmers' co-
operative associations).

“{c) SPECIAL RULES.—For purposes of this
section—

(1) EXCLUSION NOT TO APPLY TO CAPITAL
GAIN DIVIDENDS FROM REGULATED INVESTMENT
COMPANIES AND REAL ESTATE INVESTMENT
TRUSTS.—

“For treatment of capital gain dividends,
see sections 854(a) and 857(c).

“(2) CERTAIN NONRESIDENT ALIENS INELI-
GIBLE FOR EXCLUSION.—In the case of a non-
resident alien individual, subsection (a) shall
apply only—

“(A) In determining the tax imposed for
the taxable year pursuant to section 871(b)(1)
and only in respect of dividends and interest
which are effectively connected with the
conduct of a trade or business within the
United States, or

*(B) in determining the tax imposed for
the taxable year pursuant to section 877(b).

“(3) DIVIDENDS FROM EMPLOYEE STOCK OWN-
ERSHIP PLANS.—Subsection (a) shall not
apply to any dividend described in section
404(k)."

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(1)(A) Subparagraph (A) of section 135(¢)(4)
is amended by inserting '‘116,” before ‘‘137".

(B) Subsection (d) of section 135 is amended
by redesignating paragraph (4) as paragraph
(5) and by inserting after paragraph (3) the
following new paragraph:

*(4) COORDINATION WITH SECTION 116.—This
section shall be applied before section 116."

(2) Paragraph (2) of section 265(a) is amend-
ed by inserting before the period *‘, or to pur-
chase or carry obligations or shares, or to
make deposits, to the extent the interest
thereon is excludable from gross income
under section 116",

(3) Subsection (c) of section 584 is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new flush sentence:

“The proportionate share of each participant
in the amount of dividends or interest re-
celved by the common trust fund and to
which section 116 applies shall be considered
for purposes of such section as having been
received by such participant.”

(4) Subsection (a) of section 643 is amended
by redesignating paragraph (7) as paragraph
(8) and by inserting after paragraph (6) the
following new paragraph:

*(T) DIVIDENDS OR INTEREST.—There shall
be included the amount of any dividends or
interest excluded from gross income pursu-
ant to section 116.”

{5) Section 854(a) is amended by inserting
“section 116 (relating to partial exclusion of
dividends and interest received by individ-
uals) and” after “For purposes of”’.

(6) Section 857(¢) i1s amended to read as fol-
lows:

*(¢) RESTRICTIONS APPLICABLE TO Divi-
DENDS RECEIVED FROM REAL ESTATE INVEST-
MENT TRUSTS.—

(1) TREATMENT FOR SECTION 116.—For pur-
poses of section 116 (relating to partial exclu-
sion of dividends and Interest received by in-
dividuals), a capital gain dividend (as defined
in subsection (b)3)C)) received from a real
estate investment trust which meets the re-
quirements of this part shall not be consid-
ered as a dividend.
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*(2) TREATMENT FOR SECTION 243.—For pur-
poses of section 243 (relating to deductions
for dividends received by corporations), a
dividend received from a real estate invest-
ment trust which meets the requirements of
this part shall not be considered as a divi-
dend.”

(T) The table of sections for part III of sub-
chapter B of chapter 1 is amended by insert-
ing after the item relating to section 115 the
following new item:

“*Sec. 116. Partial exclusion of dividends and
interest received by individ-
uals.”

(c) ErFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
vears beginning after December 31, 1998.

SEC. 103. NONREFUNDABLE PERSONAL CREDITS
ALLOWED AGAINST ALTERNATIVE
MINIMUM TAX.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) of section
26 is amended to read as follows:

“(a) LIMITATION BASED ON AMOUNT OF
Tax.—The aggregate amount of credits al-
lowed by this subpart for the taxable year
shall not exceed the sum of—

(1) the taxpayer's regular tax liability for
the taxable year, and

*(2) the tax imposed for the taxable year

by section b5(a).
For purposes of applying the preceding sen-
tence, paragraph (2) shall be treated as being
zero for any taxable year beginning during
1998.".

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.,—

(1) Subsection (d) of section 24 is amended
by striking paragraph (2) and by redesig-
nating paragraph (3) as paragraph (2).

(2) Section 32 is amended by striking sub-
section (h).

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
vears beginning after December 31, 1997.

SEC. 104. 100 PERCENT DEDUCTION FOR HEALTH
INSURANCE COSTS OF SELF-EM-
PLOYED INDIVIDUALS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section
162(1) (relating to special rules for health in-
surance costs of self-employed individuals) is
amended to read as follows:

“(1) ALLOWANCE OF DEDUCTION.—In the case
of an individual who is an employee within
the meaning of section 401(c)(1), there shall
be allowed as a deduction under this section
an amount equal to 100 percent of the
amount paid during the taxable year for in-
surance which constitutes medical care for
the taxpayer, his spouse, and dependents."

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1998.

SEC. 105. SPECIAL RULE FOR MEMBERS OF UNI-
FORMED SERVICES AND FOREIGN
SERVICE IN DETERMINING EXCLU-
SION OF GAIN FROM SALE OF PRIN-
CIPAL RESIDENCE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (d) of section
121 (relating to exclusion of gain from sale of
principal residence) is amended by adding at
the end the following new paragraph:

‘(9) MEMBERS OF UNIFORMED SERVICES AND
FOREIGN SERVICE.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The running of the 5-
year period described in subsection (a) shall
be suspended with respect to an individual
during any time that such individual or such
individual’s spouse is serving on qualified of-
ficial extended duty as a member of the uni-
formed services or of the Foreign Service.

*(B) QUALIFIED OFFICIAL EXTENDED DUTY.—
For purposes of this paragraph—

*(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified offi-
cial extended duty' means any period of ex-
tended duty as a member of the uniformed
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services or a member of the Foreign Service
during which the member serves at a duty
station which is at least 50 miles from such
property or is under Government orders to
reside In Government quarters.

“(11) UNIFORMED SERVICES.—The term ‘uni-
formed services’ has the meaning given such
term by section 101(a)5) of title 10, United
States Code, as in effect on the date of the
enactment of the Taxpayer Rellef Act of
1998.

“(ii1) FOREIGN SERVICE OF THE UNITED
STATES.—The term ‘member of the Foreign
Service' has the meaning given the term
‘member of the Service' by paragraph (1), (2),
(3), (4), or (5) of section 103 of the Foreign
Service Act of 1980, as in effect on the date
of the enactment of the Taxpayer Rellef Act
of 1998.

‘'(iv) EXTENDED DUTY.—The term ‘extended
duty’ means any period of active duty pursu-
ant to a call or order to such duty for a pe-
riod in excess of 90 days or for an indefinite
period.”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to sales and
exchanges after the date of the enactment of
this Act.

SEC. 106. $1,000,000 EXEMPTION FROM ESTATE
AND GIFT TAXES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (¢) of section
2010 (relating to applicable credit amount) is
amended to read as follows:

*(¢) APPLICABLE CREDIT AMOUNT.—

*(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the applicable credit amount is $345,800.

“(2) APPLICABLE EXCLUSION AMOUNT.—For
purposes of the provisions of this title which
refer to this subsection, the applicable exclu-
sion amount is $1,000,000."

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to estates of
decedents dying, and gifts made, after De-
cember 31, 1998,

Subtitle B—Provisions Relating to Education

SEC. 111. ELIGIBLE EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS

(a) IN GENERAL,—Paragraph (1) of section
529(b) (defining qualified State tuition pro-
gram) is amended by inserting “‘or by 1 or
more eligible educational institutions' after
“maintained by a State or agency or instru-
mentallty thereof’'.

(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS,—

(1) The texts of sections T2(e)9),
135(c)20(C), 135(d)(1xD), 529, 530, and
4973(e)(1)(B) are each amended by striking
“gualified State tuition program' each place
it appears and inserting ‘‘qualified tuition
program’’.

(2) The paragraph heading for paragraph (9)
of section 72(e) and the subparagraph head-
ing for subparagraph (B) of section 530(b)}(2)
are each amended by striking *“STATE".

(3) The subparagraph heading for subpara-
graph (C) of section 135(c)(2) is amended by
striking “QUALIFIED STATE TUITION PROGRAM"'
and inserting ‘‘QUALIFIED TUITION PRO-
GRAMS™.

(4) Sections 529(c)(3)(D)1) and 6693(a)2)(C)
are each amended by striking ‘‘qualified
State tuition programs” and inserting
“qualified tuition programs".

(6)(A) The section heading of section 529 is
amended to read as follows:

“SEC. 529. QUALIFIED TUITION PROGRAMS.”.

(B) The item relating to section 529 in the
table of sections for part VIII of subchapter
F of chapter 1 is amended by striking
“State’.

(¢) EFFECTIVE DATE—The amendments
made by this section shall take effect on
January 1, 1999,
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SEC. 112. MODIFICATION OF ARBITRAGE REBATE
RULES APPLICABLE TO PUBLIC
SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION BONDS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (C) of sec-
tion 148(f)(4) is amended by adding at the end
the following new clause:

*(xviii) 4-YEAR SPENDING REQUIREMENT FOR
PUBLIC SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION ISSUE.—

‘*I) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a public
school construction issue, the spending re-
quirements of clause (ii) shall be treated as
met if at least 10 percent of the available
construction proceeds of the construction
issue are spent for the governmental pur-
poses of the issue within the 1-year period
beginning on the date the bonds are issued,
30 percent of such proceeds are spent for such
purposes within the 2-year period beginning
on such date, 50 percent of such proceeds are
spent for such purposes within the 3-year pe-
riod beginning on such date, and 100 percent
of such proceeds are spent for such purposes
within the 4-year period beginning on such
date.

“(II) PUBLIC SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION ISSUE.—
For purposes of this clause, the term ‘public
school construction issue' means any con-
struction issue if no bond which is part of
such 1ssue is a private activity bond and all
of the avallable construction proceeds of
such issue are to be used for the construction
(as defined in clause (iv)) of public school fa-
cilities to provide education or training
below the postsecondary level or for the ac-
quisition of land that is functionally related
and subordinate to such facilities.

‘(IIT) OTHER RULES TO APPLY.—Rules simi-
lar to the rules of the preceding provisions of
this subparagraph which apply to clause (ii)
also apply to this clause.”

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amandment.
made by this section shall apply to abliga-
tions issued after December 31, 1998.

Subtitle C—Provisions Relating to Social
Security
SEC. 121. INCREASES IN THE SOCIAL SECURITY
EARNING

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 203(f)(8)(D) of the
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 403(f)(8)(D)) is
amended by striking clauses (iv) through
(vii) and inserting the following new clauses:

“{iv) for each month of any taxable year
ending after 1998 and before 2000, $1,416.66%4,

“(v) for each month of any taxable year
ending after 1999 and before 2001, $1,541.66%4,

“(vi) for each month of any taxable year
ending after 2000 and before 2002, $2,166.66%4;

“‘(vil) for each month of any taxable year
ending after 2001 and before 2003, $2,500.00,

“(viil) for each month of any taxable year
ending after 2002 and before 2004, $2,608.33%4,

“(ix) for each month of any taxable year
ending after 2003 and before 2005, $2,833.3314,

“(x) for each month of any taxable year
ending after 2004 and before 2006, $2,950.00,

“(xi) for each month of any taxable year
ending after 2005 and before 2007, $3,066.66%4,

“(xii) for each month of any taxable year
ending after 2006 and before 2008, $3,195.83v4,
and

“{xiil) for each month of any taxable year
ending after 2007 and before 2009, $3,312.50.".

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(1) Section 203(f)(B)B)ii) of such Act (42
U.S.C. 403(f)(8)(B)(ii)) is amended—

(A) by striking “‘after 2001 and before 2003"
and inserting ‘*‘after 2007 and before 2009'';
and

(B) in subclause (II), by striking “2000"" and
inserting **2006".

(2) The second sentence of section
223(d)(4)(A) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 423(d)4)(A))
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is amended by inserting ‘‘and section 121 of

the Taxpayer Relief Act of 1998 after **1996".
(¢) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments

made by this section shall apply with respect

to taxable years ending after 1998.

SEC. 122. RECOMPUTATION OF BENEFITS AFTER

NORMAL RETIREMENT AGE.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Sectlon 215(f)2)(D)1) of
the Soclal Security Act (42 U.S.C.

415(£)(2)D)(1)) is amended to read as follows:
‘(1) in the case of an individual who did

not die in the year with respect to which the

recomputation is made, for monthly benefits
beginning with benefits for January of—

‘Y1) the second year following the year
with respect to which the recomputation is
made, in any such case in which the indi-
vidual is entitled to old-age insurance hene-
fits, the individual has attained retirement
age (as defined in section 216(1)) as of the end
of the year preceding the year with respect
to which the recomputation is made, and the
year with respect to which the recomputa-
tion is made would not be substituted in re-
computation under this subsection for a ben-
efit computation year in which no wages or
self-employment income have been credited
previously to such individual, or

*(IT) the first year following the year with
respect to which the recomputation is made,
in any other such case; or’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(1) Section 215(f)(7) of such Act (42 U.S.C.
415(f)(7)) is amended by inserting ‘‘, and as
amended by section 122(b)(2) of the Taxpayer
Relief Act of 1998, after ‘*This subsection as
in effect in December 1978,

(2) Subparagraph (A) of section 215(f)(2) of
the Social Security Act as in effect in De-
cember 1978 and applied in certain cases
under the provisions of such Act as in effect
after December 1978 is amended—

(A) by striking *‘in the case of an indi-
vidual who did not die” and all that follows
and inserting “in the case of an individual
who did not die in the year with respect to
which the recomputation 1is made, for
monthly benefits beginning with benefits for
January of—"; and

(B) by adding at the end the following:

‘(i) the second year following the year
with respect to which the recomputation is
made, in any such case in which the indi-
vidual is entitled to old-age insurance bene-
fits, the individual has attained age 65 as of
the end of the year preceding the year with
respect to which the recomputation is made,
and the year with respect to which the re-
computation is made would not be sub-
stituted in recomputation under this sub-
section for a benefit computation year in
which no wages or self-employment income
have been credited previously to such indi-
vidual, or

“*(11) the first year following the year with
respect to which the recomputation is made,
in any other such case; or’.

(¢) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply with respect
to recomputations of primary insurance
amounts based on wages paid and self em-
ployment income derived after 1997 and with
respect to benefits payable after December
31, 1998.

TITLE II—PROVISIONS PRIMARILY AF-
FECTING FARMING AND OTHER BUSI-
NESSES
Subtitle A—Increase in Expense Treatment

for Small Businesses

SEC. 201. INCREASE IN EXPENSE TREATMENT

FOR SMALL BUSINESSES.

(a) GENERAL RULE.—Paragraph (1) of sec-
tion 17%(b) (relating to dollar limitation) is
amended to read as follows:
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*(1) DOLLAR LIMITATION.—The aggregate
cost which may be taken into account under
subsection (a) for any taxable year shall not
exceed $25,000."

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1998.

Subtitle B—Provisions Relating to Farmers
SEC. 211. INCOME AVERAGING FOR FARMERS

MADE PERMANENT.

Subsection (¢) of section 933 of the Tax-
payer Relief Act of 1997 is amended by strik-
ing *, and before January 1, 2001",

SEC. 212. 5-YEAR NET OPERATING LOSS
CARRYBACK FOR FARMING LOSSES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section
172(b) (relating to net operating loss deduc-
tion) is amended by adding at the end the
following new subparagraph:

“(G) FARMING LOSSES.—In the case of a tax-
payer which has a farming loss (as defined in
subsection (1)) for a taxable year, such farm-
ing loss shall be a net operating loss
carryback to each of the 5 taxable years pre-
ceding the taxable year of such loss."”

(b) FARMING LOSS.—Section 172 is amended
by redesignating subsection (i) as subsection
(j) and by inserting after subsection (h) the
following new subsection:

(1) RULES RELATING TO FARMING LOSSES.—
For purposes of this section—

*(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘farming loss’
means the lesser of—

“(A) the amount which would be the net
operating loss for the taxable year if only in-
come and deductions attributable to farming
businesses (as defined in section 263A(e)(4))
are taken into account, or

“(B) the amount of the net operating loss
for such taxable year.

£(2) COORDINATION WITH SUBSECTION (BN2).—
For purposes of applying subsection (b)(2), a
farming loss for any taxable year shall be
treated in a manner similar to the manner in
which a specified liability loss is treated.

“(3) ELECTION.—Any taxpayer entitled to a
5-year carryback under subsection (b)}1)G)
from any loss year may elect to have the
carryback period with respect to such loss
year determined without regard to sub-
section (b)}1)(G). Such election shall be made
in such manner as may be prescribed by the
Secretary and shall be made by the due date
(including extensions of time) for filing the
taxpayer's return for the taxable year of the
net operating loss. Such election, once made
for any taxable year, shall be irrevocable for
such taxable year.”

(c) COORDINATION WITH FARM DISASTER
Losses.—Clause (11) of section 172(b)(1N(F) is
amended by adding at the end the following
flush sentence:

“Such term shall not include any farming
loss (as defined in subsection (1))."

(1) ErrFecTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to net oper-
ating losses for taxable years beginning after
December 31, 1997.

SEC. 213. PRODUCTION FLEXIBILITY CONTRACT

The option under section 112(d)3) of the
Federal Agriculture Improvement and Re-
form Act of 1996 (7 U.8.C. 7212(d)(3)) shall be
disregarded in determining the taxable year
for which the payment for fiscal year 1999
under a production flexibility contract under
subtitle B of title I of such Act iIs properly
includible in gross income for purposes of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986.

Subtitle C—Increase in Volume Cap on
Private Activity Bonds
SEC. 221. INCREASE IN VOLUME CAP ON PRIVATE
ACTIVITY BONDS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (d) of section

146 (relating to volume cap) is amended by
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striking paragraph (2), by redesignating

paragraphs (3) and (4) as paragraphs (2) and

(3), respectively, and by striking paragraph

(1) and inserting the following new para-

graph:

*Y(1) IN GENERAL.—The State ceiling appli-
cable to any State for any calendar year
shall be the greater of—

“(A) an amount equal to $75 multiplied by
the State population, or

*(B) $225,000,000.

Subparagraph (B) shall not apply to any pos-

session of the United States.”

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Sections
25()(3) and 42(h)}3)E)(iil) are each amended
by striking ‘‘section 146(d¥3)(C)" and insert-
ing *“‘section 146(d)(2)(C)".

(¢) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to calendar
years after 1998.

TITLE II—EXTENSION
TION
SIONS

Subtitle A—Tax Provisions

SEC. 301. RESEARCH CREDIT.

{a) TEMPORARY EXTENSION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section
41(h) (relating to termination) is amended—

(A) by striking “June 30, 1998 and insert-
ing “‘December 31, 1999",

(B) by striking *24-month” and inserting
“42-month”, and

(C) by striking ‘24 months™™ and inserting
“42 months’’.

(2) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Subparagraph
(D) of section 45C(b)(1) is amended by strik-
ing “*June 30, 1998 and inserting *‘December
31, 1899,

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this subsection shall apply to
amounts paid or incurred after June 30, 1998,

(b) INCREASE IN PERCENTAGES UNDER AL-
TERNATIVE INCREMENTAL CREDIT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (A) of sec-
tion 41(¢)(4) is amended—

(A) by striking *“1.65 percent” and insert-
ing *‘2.65 percent’’,

(B) by striking ‘2.2 percent” and inserting
3.2 percent’’, and

(C) by striking ‘'*2.756 percent’’ and inserting
*3.75 percent”.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this subsection shall apply to tax-
able years beginning after June 30, 1998,

SEC. 302, WORK OPPORTUNITY CREDIT.

(a) TEMPORARY BEXTENSION.—Subparagraph
(B) of section 5l(c)4) (relating to termi-
nation) is amended by striking ‘‘June 30,
1998" and inserting ‘‘December 31, 1999".

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to individ-
uals who begin work for the employer after
June 30, 1998.

SEC. 303. WELFARE-TO-WORK CREDIT,
Subsection (f) of section 51A (relating to

termination) is amended by striking **April

30, 1999 and inserting “December 31, 1999,

SEC. 304. CONTRIBUTIONS OF STOCK TO PRIVATE

FOUNDATIONS; EXPANDED PUBLIC
INSPECTION OF PRIVATE FOUNDA-
TIONS' ANNUAL RETURNS,

(a) SPECIAL RULE FOR CONTRIBUTIONS OF
STOCK MADE PERMANENT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (5) of section
170¢e) Is amended by striking subparagraph
(D) (relating to termination).

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by paragraph (1) shall apply to con-
tributions made after June 30, 1998.

(b) EXPANDED PUBLIC INSPECTION OF PRI-
VATE FOUNDATIONS® ANNUAL RETURNS, ETC,—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 6104 (relating to
publicity of information required from cer-
tain exempt organizations and certain

AND MODIFICA-
OF CERTAIN EXPIRING PROVI-
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trusts) is amended by striking subsections
(d) and (e) and inserting after subsection (c)
the following new subsection:

“(d) PUBLIC INSPECTION OF CERTAIN ANNUAL
RETURNS AND APPLICATIONS FOR EXEMP-
TION.—

*‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of an organi-
zation described in subsection (c¢) or (d) of
section 501 and exempt from taxation under
section 601(a)—

‘““{A) a copy of—

(1) the annual return filed under section
6033 (relating to returns by exempt organiza-
tions) by such organization, and

‘(1) If the organization filed an applica-
tion for recognition of exemption under sec-
tion 501, the exempt status application mate-
rials of such organization,

shall be made available by such organization
for inspection during regular business hours
by any individual at the principal office of
such organization and, if such organization
regularly maintains 1 or more regional or
district offices having 3 or more employees,
at each such regional or district office, and

*Y(B) upon request of an individual made at

such principal office or such a regional or
district office, a copy of such annual return
and exempt status application materials
shall be provided to such individual without
charge other than a reasonable fee for any
reproduction and mailing costs.
The request described in subparagraph (B)
must be made in person or in writing. If such
request is made in person, such copy shall be
provided immediately and, If made in writ-
ing, shall be provided within 30 days.

“(2) 3-YEAR LIMITATION ON INSPECTION OF
RETURNS.—Paragraph (1) shall apply to an
annual return filed under section 6033 only
doring the 3-year period beginning on the
last day prescribed for filing such return (de-
termined with regard to any extension of
time for filing).

“(3) EXCEPTIONS FROM DISCLOSURE REQUIRE-
MENT.—

‘*(A) NONDISCLOBURE OF CONTRIBUTORS,
ETC.—Paragraph (1) shall not require the dis-
closure of the name or address of any con-
tributor to the organization. In the case of
an organization described in section 501(d),
subparagraph (A) shall not require the dis-
closure of the copies referred to in section
6031(b) with respect to such organization.

‘(B) NONDISCLOSURE OF CERTAIN OTHER IN-
FORMATION.—Paragraph (1) shall not require
the disclosure of any information if the Sec-
retary withheld such information from pub-
lic inspection under subsection (a)(1)(D).

*(4) LIMITATION ON PROVIDING COPIES.—
Paragraph (1)(B) shall not apply to any re-
quest if, in accordance with regulations pro-
mulgated by the Secretary, the organization
has made the requested documents widely
available, or the Secretary determines, upon
application by an organization, that such re-
quest is part of a harassment campaign and
that compliance with such request is not in
the public interest.

‘(6) EXEMPT BSTATUS APPLICATION MATE-
RIALS.—For purposes of paragraph (1), the
term ‘exempt status applicable materials’
means the application for recognition of ex-
emption under section 501 and any papers
submitted in support of such application and
any letter or other document issued by the
Internal Revenue Service with respect to
such application.”

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(A) Subsection (c¢) of section 6033 is amend-
ed by adding “and’ at the end of paragraph
(1), by striking paragraph (2), and by redesig-
nating paragraph (3) as paragraph (2).
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(B) Subparagraph (C) of section 6652(c)(1) is
amended by striking “subsection (d) or (e)1)
of section 6104 (relating to public inspection
of annual returns)” and Iinserting ‘‘section
6104(d) with respect to any annual return’.

(C) Subparagraph (D) of section 6652(c)(1) is
amended by striking “section 6104(e)(2) (re-
lating to public inspection of applications
for exemption)” and inserting ‘‘section
6104(d) with respect to any exempt status ap-
plication materials (as defined in such sec-
tion)".

(D) Section 6685 is amended by striking “‘or
(e)'".

(E) Section 7207 is amended by striking “‘or
(e)".

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subparagraph (B), the amendments made by
this subsection shall apply to requests made
after the later of December 31, 1998, or the
60th day after the Secretary of the Treasury
first issues the regulations referred to such
section 6104(d)4) of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986, as amended by this section.

(B) PUBLICATION OF ANNUAL RETURNS.—Sec-
tion 6104(d) of such Code, as in effect before
the amendments made by this subsection,
shall not apply to any return the due date
for which is after the date such amendments
take effect under subparagraph (A).

SEC. 305. SUBPART F EXEMPTION FOR ACTIVE FI-
NANCING INCOME.

(a) INCOME DERIVED FROM BANKING, FI-
NANCING OR SIMILAR BUSINESSES.—Section
954(h) (relating to income derived in the ac-
tive conduct of banking, financing, or simi-
lar businesses) is amended to read as follows:

“*(h) SPECIAL RULE FOR INCOME DERIVED IN
THE ACTIVE CONDUCT OF BANKING, FINANCING,
OR SIMILAR BUSINESSES.—

*{1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of sub-
section (c¢)(1), foreign personal holding com-
pany income shall not include qualified
banking or financing income of an eligible
controlled foreign corporation.

‘(2) ELIGIBLE CONTROLLED FOREIGN COR-
PORATION.—For purposes of this subsection—

‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘eligible con-
trolled foreign corporation’ means a con-
trolled foreign corporation which—

*(1) 1s predominantly engaged in the active
conduct of a banking, financing, or similar
business, and

“'(11) conducts substantial activity with re-
spect to such business.

‘(B) PREDOMINANTLY ENGAGED.—A con-
trolled foreign corporation shall be treated
as predominantly engaged in the active con-
duct of a banking, financing, or similar busi-
ness if—

“(1) more than 70 percent of the gross in-
come of the controlled foreign corporation is
derived directly from the active and regular
conduct of a lending or finance business from
transactions with customers which are not
related persons,

‘'(1i) it is engaged in the active conduct of
a banking business and is an institution li-
censed to do business as a bank in the United
States (or is any other corporation not so li-
censed which is specified by the Secretary in
regulations), or

“(1if) it is engaged in the active conduct of
a securities business and is registered as a
securities broker or dealer under section
156(a) of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934
or is registered as a Government securities
broker or dealer under section 15C(a) of such
Act (or Is any other corporation not so reg-
istered which is specified by the Secretary in
regulations).

*'(3) QUALIFIED BANKING OR FINANCING IN-
CcOME.—For purposes of this subsection—
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“(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘gualified
banking or financing income’ means income
of an eligible controlled foreign corporation
which—

“(1) 1s derived in the active conduct of a
banking, financing, or similar business by—

‘I such eligible controlled foreign cor-
poration, or

“(II) a qualified business unit of such eligi-
ble controlled foreign corporation,

“(i1) is derived from 1 or more trans-
actions—

‘*(ID) with customers located in a country
other than the United States, and

‘(IT) substantially all of the activities in
connection with which are conducted di-
rectly by the corporation or unit in its home
country, and

*(ii1) 1s treated as earned by such corpora-
tion or unit in its home country for purposes
of such country's tax laws.

*(B) LIMITATION ON NONBANKING AND NON-
SECURITIES BUSINESSES,—No income of an eli-
gible controlled foreign corporation not de-
scribed in clause (i1) or (iii) of paragraph
(2)B) (or of a qualified business unit of such
corporation) shall be treated as qualified
banking or financing income unless more
than 30 percent of such corporation’s or
unit's gross income is derived directly from
the active and regular conduct of a lending
or finance business from transactions with
customers which are not related persons and
which are located within such corporation’s
or unit’s home country.

*(C) SUBSTANTIAL ACTIVITY REQUIREMENT
FOR CROSS BORDER INCOME.—The term ‘quali-
fied banking or financing income’ shall not
include income derived from 1 or more trans-
actions with customers located in a country
other than the home country of the eligible
controlled foreign corporation or a gualified
business unit of such corporation unless such
corporation or unit conducts substantial ac-
tivity with respect to a banking, financing,
or similar business in its home country.

‘(D) DETERMINATIONS MADE SEPARATELY.—
For purposes of this paragraph, the qualified
banking or financing income of an eligible
controlled foreign corporation and each
qualified business unit of such corporation
shall be determined separately for such cor-
poration and each such unit by taking into
account—

*(1) in the case of the ellgible controlled
foreign corporation, only items of income,
deduction, gain, or loss and activities of such
corporation not properly allocable or attrib-
utable to any qualified business unit of such
corporation, and

“(i1) in the case of a qualified business
unit, only items of income, deduction, gain,
or loss and activities properly allocable or
attributable to such unit.

‘'(4) LENDING OR FINANCE BUSINESS.—For
purposes of this subsection, the term ‘lend-
ing or finance business’ means the business
of—

“(A) making loans,

*(B) purchasing or discounting accounts
receivable, notes, or installment obligations,

*(C) engaging in leasing (including enter-
ing into leases and purchasing, servicing,
and disposing of leases and leased assets),

‘(D) issuing letters of credit or providing
guarantees,

‘“(E) providing charge and credit card serv-
ices, or

“(F) rendering services or making facili-
tles avallable in connection with activities
described in subparagraphs (A) through (E)
carried on by—

**(1) the corporation (or qualified business
unit) rendering services or making facilities
available, or
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“*(i1) another corporation (or qualified busi-
ness unit of a corporation) which is a mem-
ber of the same affiliated group (as defined
in section 1504, but determined without re-
gard to section 1504(b)(3)).

“(6) OTHER DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of
this subsection—

“(A) CusTOMER.—The term ‘customer’
means, with respect to any controlled for-
eign corporation or qualified business unit,
any person which has a customer relation-
ship with such corporation or unit and which
is acting in its capacity as such.

‘“{B) HOME COUNTRY.—Except as provided in
regulations—

*(1) CONTROLLED FOREIGN CORPORATION.—
The term ‘home country’ means, with re-
spect to any controlled foreign corporation,
the country under the laws of which the cor-
poration was created or organized.

“(if) QUALIFIED BUSINESS UNIT.—The term
‘home country' means, with respect to any
qualified business unit, the country in which
such unit maintains its principal office.

*(C) LocATED.—The determination of
where a customer is located shall be made
under rules prescribed by the Secretary.

‘(D) QUALIFIED BUSINESS UNIT.—The term
‘qualified business unit’ has the meaning
given such term by section 989%(a).

‘“(E) RELATED PERSON.—The term ‘related
person’ has the meaning given such term by
subsection (d)3).

‘“(6) COORDINATION WITH EXCEPTION FOR
DEALERS.—Paragraph (1) shall not apply to
income described in subsection (¢c)(2NC)(ii) of
a dealer in securities (within the meaning of
section 475) which is an eligible controlled
foreign corporation described in paragraph
(2 B)(ili).

(T) ANTI-ABUSE RULES.—For purposes of
applying this subsection and subsection
(eM2NOHi)—

“(A) there shall be disregarded any item of
income, gain, loss, or deduction with respect
to any transaction or series of transactions
one of the principal purposes of which is
qualifying income or gain for the exclusion
under this section, including any transaction
or series of transactions a principal purpose
of which is the acceleration or deferral of
any item in order to claim the benefits of
such exclusion through the application of
this subsection,

*(B) there shall be disregarded any item of
income, gain, loss, or deduction of an entity
which is not engaged in regular and contin-
uous transactions with customers which are
not related persons,

“(C) there shall be disregarded any item of
income, gain, loss, or deduction with respect
to any transaction or series of transactions
utilizing, or doing business with—

““(1) one or more entities in order to satisfy
any home country requirement under this
subsection, or

*(i1) a special purpose entity or arrange-
ment, including a securitization, financing,
or similar entity or arrangement,

if one of the principal purposes of such trans-
action or series of transactions is qualifying
income or gain for the exclusion under this
subsection, and

‘(D) a related person, an officer, a director,
or an employee with respect to any con-
trolled forelgn corporation (or qualified busi-
ness unit) which would otherwise be treated
as a customer of such corporation or unit
with respect to any transaction shall not be
so treated if a principal purpose of such
transaction is to satisfy any requirement of
this subsection.

*(8) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall
prescribe such regulations as may be nec-
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essary or appropriate to carry out the pur-
poses of this subsection, subsection
(eX1)(B)1), subsection (e)2)(C)(ii), and the
last sentence of subsection (e)2).

‘(9) APPLICATION.—This subsection, sub-
section (¢)2)C)(i1), and the last sentence of
subsection (e)(2) shall apply only to the first
taxable year of a foreign corporation begin-
ning after December 31, 1998, and before Jan-
uary 1, 2000, and to taxable years of United
States shareholders with or within which
such taxable year of such foreign corporation
ends.”

(b) INCOME DERIVED FROM INSURANCE BUSI-
NESS.—

(1) INCOME ATTRIBUTABLE TO ISSUANCE OR
REINSURANCE.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Section 953(a) (defining
insurance income) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

*'(a) INSURANCE INCOME.—

‘(1) In GENERAL.—For purposes of section
952(a)(1), the term ‘insurance income’ means
any income which—

“(A) is attributable to the issuing (or rein-
suring) of an insurance or annuity contract,
and

“(B) would (subject to the modifications
provided by subsection (b)) be taxed under
subchapter L of this chapter if such income
were the income of a domestic Insurance
company.

*(2) EXCEPTION.—Such term shall not in-
clude any exempt insurance income (as de-
fined in subsection (e)).”

(B) EXEMPT INSURANCE INCOME.—Section
953 (relating to insurance income) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

“‘(e) EXEMPT INSURANCE INCOME.—For pur-
poses of this section—

‘(1) EXEMPT INSURANCE INCOME DEFINED.—

*(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘exempt insur-
ance income' means Income derived by a
qualifying insurance company which—

*(i) is attributable to the issuing (or rein-
suring) of an exempt contract by such com-
pany or a qualifying insurance company
branch of such company, and

**(i1) is treated as earned by such company
or branch in its home country for purposes of
such country’s tax laws.

‘“(B) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN ARRANGE-
MENTS.—Such term shall not include income
attributable to the issuing (or reinsuring) of
an exempt contract as the result of any ar-
rangement whereby another corporation re-
ceives a substantially equal amount of pre-
miums or other consideration in respect of
issuing (or reinsuring) a contract which is
not an exempt contract.

“(C) DETERMINATIONS MADE SEPARATELY.—
For purposes of this subsection and section
954(1), the exempt insurance income and ex-
empt contracts of a qualifying insurance
company or any qualifying insurance com-
pany branch of such company shall be deter-
mined separately for such company and each
such branch by taking into account—

(1) in the case of the qualifying insurance
company, only items of income, deduction,
gain, or loss, and activities of such company
not properly allocable or attributable to any
qualifying insurance company branch of such
company, and

“(i1) in the case of a gualifying insurance
company branch, only items of income, de-
ductlon, gain, or loss and activities properly
allocable or attributable to such unit.

*(2) EXEMPT CONTRACT.—

*(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘exempt con-
tract’ means an insurance or annuity con-
tract issued or reinsured by a qualifying in-
surance company or qualifying insurance
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company branch in connection with property
in, llability arising out of activity in, or the
lives or health of residents of, a country
other than the United States.

*(B) MINIMUM HOME COUNTRY INCOME RE-
QUIRED.—

(1) In oENERAL.—No contract of a quali-
fying insurance company or of a qualifying
insurance company branch shall be treated
as an exempt contract unless such company
or branch derives more than 30 percent of its
net written premiums from exempt contracts
(determined without regard to this subpara-
graph)—

*(I) which cover applicable home country
risks, and

*(IT) with respect to which no policyholder,
insured, annuitant, or beneficiary is a re-
lated person (as defined in section 954(d)(3)).

“(ii) APPLICABLE HOME COUNTRY RISKS.—
The term ‘applicable home country risks'
means risks in connection with property in,
liability arising out of activity in, or the
lives or health of residents of, the home
country of the qualifying insurance company
or qualifying insurance company branch, as
the case may be, issuing or reinsuring the
contract covering the risks.

*(C) SUBSTANTIAL ACTIVITY REQUIREMENTS
FOR CROSS BORDER RISKS.—A contract issued
by a qualifying insurance company or quali-
fying insurance company branch which cov-
ers risks other than applicable home country
risks (as defined in subparagraph (B)(ii))
shall not be treated as an exempt contract
unless such company or branch, as the case
may be—

“(1) conducts substantial activity with re-
spect to an insurance business in its home
country, and

**(ii) performs in its home country substan-
tially all of the activities necessary to give
rise to the income generated by such con-
tract.

“(3) QUALIFYING INSURANCE COMPANY.—The
term ‘qualifying insurance company’ means
any controlled foreign corporation which—

“‘(A) is subject to regulation as an insur-
ance (or reinsurance) company by its home
country, and Is licensed, authorized, or regu-
lated by the applicable insurance regulatory
body for its home country to sell insurance,
reinsurance, or annuity contracts to persons
other than related persons (within the mean-
ing of section 954(d)(3)) in such home coun-
try,

*(B) derives more than 50 percent of its ag-
gregate net written premiums from the
issuance or reinsurance by such controlled
foreign corporation and each of its quali-
fying insurance company branches of con-
tracts—

“(i) covering applicable home country
risks (as defined in paragraph (2)) of such
corporation or branch, as the case may be,
and

““(11) with respect to which no policyholder,
insured, annuitant, or beneficiary is a re-
lated person (as defined in section 954(d)(3)),
except that in the case of a branch, such pre-
miums shall only be taken into account to
the extent such premiums are treated as
earned by such branch in its home country
for purposes of such country's tax laws, and

*(C) is engaged in the insurance business
and would be subject to tax under subchapter
L if it were a domestic corporation.

‘(4) QUALIFYING [INSURANCE COMPANY
BRANCH.—The term ‘qualifying insurance
company branch' means a qualified business
unit (within the meaning of section 989(a)) of
a controlled foreign corporation if—
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“(A) such unit is licensed, authorized, or
regulated by the applicable insurance regu-
latory body for its home country to sell in-
surance, reinsurance, or annuity contracts
to persons other than related persons (within
the meaning of section 954(d)(3)) in such
home country, and

“(B) such controlled foreign corporation is
a qualifying insurance company, determined
under paragraph (3) as if such unit were a
qualifying insurance company branch.

‘(6) LIFE INSURANCE OR ANNUITY CON-
TRACT.—For purposes of this section and sec-
tion 9564, the determination of whether a con-
tract issued by a controlled foreign corpora-
tion or a qualified business unit (within the
meaning of section 989(a)) is a life insurance
contract or an annuity contract shall be
made without regard to sections T2(s), 101(f),
817(h), and 7702 if—

“(A) such contract is regulated as a life in-
surance or annuity contract by the corpora-
tion’s or unit's home country, and

‘“(B) no policyholder, insured, annuitant,
or beneficiary with respect to the contract is
a United States person.

*Y(6) HOME COUNTRY.—For purposes of this
subsection, except as provided in regula-
tions—

“(A) CONTROLLED FOREIGN CORFORATION,—
The term ‘home country’ means, with re-
spect to a controlled foreign corporation, the
country in which such corporation is created
or organized.

‘(B) QUALIFIED BUSINESS UNIT.—The term
‘home country’ means, with respect to a
qualified business unit (as defined in section
989(a)), the country in which the principal of-
fice of such unit is located and in which such
unit is licensed, authorized, or regulated by
the applicable insurance regulatory body to
sell insurance, reinsurance, or annuity con-
tracts to persons other than related persons
(as defined in section 954(d)3)) in such coun-
try.
“(T) ANTI-ABUSE RULES.—For purposes of
applying this subsection and section 954(1)—

‘'(A) the rules of section 954(h)(7) (other
than subparagraph (B) thereof) shall apply,

*‘(B) there shall be disregarded any item of
income, gain, loss, or deduction of, or de-
rived from, an entity which is not engaged in
regular and continuous transactions with
persons which are not related persons,

“(C) there shall be disregarded any change
in the method of computing reserves a prin-
cipal purpose of which is the acceleration or
deferral of any item in order to claim the
benefits of this subsection or section 954(i),

(D) a contract of insurance or reinsurance
shall not be treated as an exempt contract
(and premiums from such contract shall not
be taken into account for purposes of para-
graph (2)(B) or (3)) if—

‘(1) any policyholder, insured, annuitant,
or beneficiary is a resident of the United
States and such contract was marketed to
such resident and was written to cover a risk
outside the United States, or

“(1i) the contract covers risks located
within and without the United States and
the gualifying insurance company or quali-
fying Insurance company branch does not
maintain such contemporaneous records, and
file such reports, with respect to such con-
tract as the Secretary may require,

*(E) the Secretary may prescribe rules for
the allocation of contracts (and income from
contracts) among 2 or more qualifying insur-
ance company branches of a qualifying insur-
ance company in order to clearly reflect the
income of such branches, and

“(F) premiums from a contract shall not be
taken into account for purposes of paragraph
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(2¥B) or (3) If such contract reinsures a con-
tract issued or reinsured by a related person
(as defined in section 954(d)(3)).

For purposes of subparagraph (D), the deter-
mination of where risks are located shall be
made under the principles of section 953.

‘‘(8) COORDINATION WITH SUBSECTION (¢).—In
determining Iinsurance income for purposes
of subsection (¢), exempt insurance income
shall not include income derived from ex-
empt contracts which cover risks other than
applicable home country risks.

*(9) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall
prescribe such regulations as may be nec-
essary or appropriate to carry out the pur-
poses of this subsection and section 954(1).

*'(10) APPLICATION.—This subsection and
section 954(1) shall apply only to the first
taxable year of a foreign corporation begin-
ning after December 31, 1998, and before Jan-
uary 1, 2000, and to taxable years of United
States shareholders with or within which
such taxable year of such foreign corporation
ends.

“(11) CROSS REFERENCE.—

“For income exempt from foreign personal
holding company income, see section 954(i).”

(2) EXEMPTION FROM FOREIGN PERSONAL
HOLDING COMPANY INCOME.—Section 954 (de-
fining foreign base company Income) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new subsection:

‘(i) SPECIAL RULE FOR INCOME DERIVED IN
THE ACTIVE CONDUCT OF INSURANCE BUSI-
NESS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of sub-
section (e)(1), foreign personal holding com-
pany income shall not Include qualified in-
surance income of a qualifying insurance
company.

‘(2) QUALIFIED INSURANCE INCOME.—The
term ‘qualified insurance income’ means in-
come of a qualifying insurance company
which is—

‘(A) received from a person other than a
related person (within the meaning of sub-
section (d)(3)) and derived from the invest-
ments made by a qualifying insurance com-
pany or a qualifying Insurance company
branch of its reserves allocable to exempt
contracts or of 80 percent of its unearned
premiums from exempt contracts (as both
are determined in the manner prescribed
under paragraph (4)), or

“(B) received from a person other than a
related person (within the meaning of sub-
section (d)3)) and derived from investments
made by a qualifying insurance company or
a qualifying insurance company branch of an
amount of its assets allocable to exempt con-
tracts equal to—

‘(1) In the case of property, casualty, or
health insurance contracts, one-third of its
premiums earned on such insurance con-
tracts during the taxable year (as defined in
section 832(b)(4)), and

*(11) in the case of life insurance or annu-
ity contracts, 10 percent of the reserves de-
scribed in subparagraph (A) for such con-
tracts.

*(3) PRINCIPLES FOR DETERMINING INSUR-
ANCE INCOME.—Except as provided by the
Secretary, for purposes of subparagraphs (A)
and (B) of paragraph (2)—

*(A) in the case of any contract which 1s a
separate account-type contract (including
any variable contract not meeting the re-
quirements of section 817), income credited
under such contract shall be allocable only
to such contract, and

“(B) Income not allocable under subpara-
graph (A) shall be allocated ratably among
contracts not described in subparagraph (A).
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‘(4) METHODS FOR DETERMINING UNEARNED
PREMIUMS AND RESERVES.—For purposes of
paragraph (2)(A)—

*(A) PROPERTY AND CASUALTY CONTRACTS.—
The unearned premiums and reserves of a
qualifying insurance company or a guali-
fying insurance company branch with re-
spect to property, casualty, or health insur-
ance contracts shall be determined using the
same methods and interest rates which
would be used if such company or branch
were subject to tax under subchapter L, ex-
cept that—

‘(1) the interest rate determined for the
functional currency of the company or
branch, and which, except as provided by the
Secretary, is calculated in the same manner
as the Federal mid-term rate under section
1274(d), shall be substituted for the applica-
ble Federal interest rate, and

“(11) such company or branch shall use the
appropriate foreign loss payment pattern.

*(B) LIFE INSURANCE AND ANNUITY CON-
TRACTS.—The amount of the reserve of a
qualifying insurance company or gualifying
insurance company branch for any life insur-
ance or annuity contract shall be equal to
the greater of—

*(1) the net surrender value of such con-
tract (as defined in section 807(e)1)(A)), or

“(i1) the reserve determined under para-
graph (5).

“(C) LIMITATION ON RESERVES,—In no event
shall the reserve determined under this para-
graph for any contract as of any time exceed
the amount which would be taken into ac-
count with respect to such contract as of
such time in determining forelgn statement
reserves (less any catastrophe, deficiency,
equalization, or similar reserves).

*(5) AMOUNT OF RESERVE.—The amount of
the reserve determined under this paragraph
with respect to any contract shall be deter-
mined in the same manner as it would be de-
termined if the qualifying insurance com-
pany or qualifying insurance company
branch were subjeet to tax under subchapter
L, except that in applying such subchapter—

*(A) the interest rate determined for the
functional currency of the company or
branch, and which, except as provided by the
Secretary, is calculated in the same manner
as the Federal mid-term rate under section
1274(d), shall be substituted for the applica-
ble Federal interest rate,

“(B) the highest assumed interest rate per-
mitted to be used in determining foreign
statement reserves shall be substituted for
the prevailing State assumed interest rate,
and

*(C) tables for mortality and morbidity
which reasonably reflect the current mor-
tality and morbidity risks in the company’s
or branch's home country shall be sub-
stituted for the mortality and morbidity ta-
bles otherwise used for such subchapter.

The Secretary may provide that the interest
rate and mortality and morbidity tables of a
qualifying insurance company may be used
for 1 or more of its qualifying insurance com-
pany branches when appropriate.

“(6) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sub-
section, any term used In this subsection
which is also used in section 953(e) shall have
the meaning given such term by section 953."

(3) RESERVES.—Section 953(b) is amended
by redesignating paragraph (3) as paragraph
(4) and by inserting after paragraph (2) the
following new paragraph:

*(3) Reserves for any insurance or annuity
contract shall be determined in the same
manner as under section 954(1).”

(¢) SPECIAL RULES FOR DEALERS.—Section
954(¢)(2C) 1s amended to read as follows:
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“(C) EXCEPTION FOR DEALERS.—EXcept as
provided by regulations, in the case of a reg-
ular dealer in property which is property de-
seribed in paragraph (1xB), forward con-
tracts, option contracts, or similar financial
instruments (including notional principal
contracts and all instruments referenced to
commodities), there shall not be taken into
account in computing foreign personal hold-
ing company income—

(1) any item of income, gain, deduction, or
loss (other than any item described In sub-
paragraph (A), (E), or (G) of paragraph (1))
from any transaction (including hedging
transactions) entered into in the ordinary
course of such dealer’'s trade or business as
such a dealer, and

“(ii) if such dealer is a dealer in securities
(within the meaning of section 475), any in-
terest or dividend or eguivalent amount de-
scribed in subparagraph (E) or (G) of para-
graph (1) from any transaction (including
any hedging transaction or transaction de-
scribed in section 956(c)(2)(J)) entered into in
the ordinary course of such dealer’s trade or
business as such a dealer in securities, but
only if the income from the transaction is
attributable to activities of the dealer in the
country under the laws of which the dealer is
created or organized (or in the case of a
qualified business unit described in section
989(a), is attributable to activities of the
unit in the country in which the unit both
maintains its principal office and conducts
substantial business activity).”

(d) EXEMPTION FrROM FOREIGN BASE CoMm-
PANY SERVICES INCOME.—Paragraph (2) of
section 954(e) is amended by inserting “or”
at the end of subparagraph (A), by striking *,
or' at the end of subparagraph (B) and in-
serting a period, by striking subparagraph
(C), and by adding at the end the following
new flush sentence:

“Paragraph (1) shall also not apply to in-
come which is exempt insurance income (as
defined in section 953(e)) or which is not
treated as foreign personal holding income
by reason of subsection (e¢)2)C)(ii), (h), or
a.”

(e) EXEMPTION FOR  GAIN.—Section
954(c) 1 BX1) (relating to net gains from cer-
tain property transactions) is amended by
inserting ‘“‘other than property which gives
rise to Income not treated as foreign per-
sonal holding company income by reason of
subsection (h) or (i) for the taxable year" be-
fore the comma at the end.

Subtitle B—Generalized System of
Preferences
SEC. 311. EXTENSION OF GENERALIZED SYSTEM
OF PREFERENCES.

(a) EXTENSION OF DUTY-FREE TREATMENT
UNDER SYSTEM.—Section 505 of the Trade
Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 2465) is amended by
striking ‘‘June 30, 1998 and inserting *‘De-
cember 31, 1999"".

(b) RETROACTIVE APPLICATION FOR CERTAIN
LIQUIDATIONS AND RELIQUIDATIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section
514 of the Tariff Act of 1930 or any other pro-
vision of law, and subject to paragraph (2),
any entry—

(A) of an article to which duty-free treat-
ment under title V of the Trade Act of 1974
would have applied if such title had been in
effect during the period beginning on July 1,
1998, and ending on the day before the date of
the enactment of this Act, and

(B) that was made after June 30, 1998, and
before the date of the enactment of this Act,

shall be liquidated or reliquidated as free of
duty, and the Secretary of the Treasury
shall refund any duty pald with respect to
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such entry. As used In this subsection, the
term “entry” includes a withdrawal from
warehouse for consumption.

(2) REQUESTS.—Liquidation or reliquida-
tion may be made under paragraph (1) with
respect to an entry only if a request therefor
is filed with the Customs Service, within 180
days after the date of the enactment of this
Act, that contains sufficient information to
enable the Customs Service—

(A) to locate the entry; or

(B) to reconstruct the entry if it cannot be
located.

TITLE IV—REVENUE OFFSET
SEC. 401. TREATMENT OF CERTAIN DEDUCTIBLE
LIQUIDATING DISTRIBUTIONS OF
REGULATED INVESTMENT COMPA-
NIES AND REAL ESTATE INVEST-
MENT TRUSTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 332 (relating to
complete liquidations of subsidiaries) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new subsection:

“(¢) DEDUCTIBLE LIQUIDATING DISTRIBU-
TIONS OF REGULATED INVESTMENT COMPANIES
AND REAL ESTATE INVESTMENT TRUSTS.—If a
corporation receives a distribution from a
regulated investment company or a real es-
tate investment trust which is considered
under subsection (b) as being in complete lig-
uidation of such company or trust, then, not-
withstanding any other provision of this
chapter, such corporation shall recognize
and treat as a dividend from such company
or trust an amount equal to the deduction
for dividends paid allowable to such com-
pany or trust by reason of such distribu-
tion.™.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(1) The material preceding paragraph (1) of
section 332(b) is amended by striking ‘‘sub-
section (a)” and inserting *‘this section’.

(2) Paragraph (1) of section 334(b) is amend-
ed by striking *‘section 332(a)” and inserting
“section 332",

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to distribu-
tions after May 21, 1998

TITLE V-TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS

SEC. 501. DEFINITIONS; COORDINATION WITH
OTHER TITLES,

(a) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this
title—

(1) 1986 copE.—The term **1986 Code’ means
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986.

(2) 1998 Acr.—The term ‘1998 Act” means
the Internal Revenue Service Restructuring
and Reform Act of 1998 (Public Law 105-206).

(3) 1997 acT.—The term ‘1997 Act” means
the Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997 (Public Law
105-34).

(b) COORDINATION WITH OTHER TITLES.—For
purposes of applying the amendments made
by any title of this Act other than this title,
the provisions of this title shall be treated as
having been enacted immedlately before the
provisions of such other titles.

SEC. 502. AMENDMENTS RELATED TO INTERNAL
REVENUE  SERVICE  RESTRUC-
TURING AND REFORM ACT OF 1998,

(a) AMENDMENT RELATED TO SECTION 1101
oF 1998 Act.—Paragraph (5) of section 6103(h)
of the 1986 Code, as added by section 1101(b)
of the 1998 Act, is redesignated as paragraph
(6).

(b) AMENDMENT RELATED TO SECTION 3001
OF 1998 Act.—Paragraph (2) of section 7491(a)
of the 1986 Code is amended by adding at the
end the following flush sentence:
“Subparagraph (C) shall not apply to any
qualified revocable trust (as defined in sec-
tion 645(b)(1)) with respect to liability for tax
for any taxable year ending after the date of
the decedent’s death and before the applica-
ble date (as defined in section 645(b)(2))."".
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(¢) AMENDMENTS RELATED TO SECTION 3201
OF 1998 AcT.—

(1) Section T421(a) of the 1986 Code Is
amended by striking **6015(d)’" and Inserting
“6015(e)"".

(2) Subparagraph (A) of section 6015(e)(3) is
amended by striking ‘“‘of this section” and
inserting “‘of subsection (b) or (f)".

(d) AMENDMENT RELATED TO SECTION 3301
OF 1998 Act.—Paragraph (2).of section 3301(¢)
of the 1998 Act is amended by striking ““The
amendments’” and inserting ‘‘Subject to any
applicable statute of limitation not having
expired with regard to either a tax under-
payment or a tax overpayment, the amend-
ments'’.

(e) AMENDMENT RELATED TO SECTION 3401
OF 1998 AcT.—Section 3401(c) of the 1998 Act
is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking **7443(b)"
and inserting **7443A(b)"; and

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘7443(c)”
and inserting ‘‘7443A(c)™.

(f) AMENDMENT RELATED TO SECTION 3433 OF
1998 AcT.—Section T421(a) of the 1986 Code is
amended by inserting *'6331(i),” after
“6246(1),".

(g) AMENDMENT RELATED TO SECTION 3708
OF 1998 Acr.—Subparagraph (A) of section
6103(p)(3) of the 1986 Code is amended by in-
serting “(f}(5)," after ‘*(c), (e),".

(h) AMENDMENT RELATED TO SECTION 5001
OF 1998 AcT.—

(1) Subparagraph (B) of section 1(h)}13) of
the 1986 Code is amended by striking ‘“‘para-
graph (7WA)" and Iinserting ‘‘paragraph
(THAXI).

(2¥A) Subparagraphs (A)iINID, (A)iXID),
and (B)(ii) of section 1(h)(13) of the 1986 Code
shall not apply to any distribution after De-
cember 31, 1997, by a regulated investment
company or a real estate investment trust
with respect to—

(i) gains and losses recognized directly by
such company or trust, and

(ii) amounts properly taken into account
by such company or trust by reason of hold-
ing (directly or indirectly) an interest in an-
other such company or trust to the extent
that such subparagraphs did not apply to
such other company or trust with respect to
such amounts.

(B) Subparagraph (A) shall not apply to
any distribution which is treated under sec-
tion 852(b)(7) or 857(b)(8) of the 1986 Code as
received on December 31, 1997.

(C) For purposes of subparagraph (A), any
amount which is includible in gross income
of its shareholders under section 852(b}3) D)
or 857(b)(3)(D) of the 1986 Code after Decem-
ber 31, 1997, shall be treated as distributed
after such date.

(D)i) For purposes of subparagraph (A), in
the case of a qualified partnership with re-
spect to which a regulated investment com-
pany meets the holding requirement of
clause (iii)—

(I) the subparagraphs referred to in sub-
paragraph (A) shall not apply to gains and
losses recognized directly by such partner-
ship for purposes of determining such com-
pany’s distributive share of such gains and
losses, and

(IT) such company's distributive share of
such gains and losses (as so determined)
shall be treated as recognized directly by
such company.

The preceding sentence shall apply only if
the qualified partnership provides the com-
pany with written documentation of such
distributive share as so determined.

(ii) For purposes of clause (i), the term
“gualified partnership” means, with respect
to a regulated investment company, any
partnership if—
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(I) the partnership is an investment com-
pany registered under the Investment Com-
pany Act of 1940,

(II) the regulated investment company is
permitted to invest in such partnership by
reason of section 12(d)(1)(E) of such Act or an
exemptive order of the Securities and Ex-
change Commission under such section, and

(III) the regulated Investment company
and the partnership have the same taxable
year.

(11i) A regulated investment company
meets the holding requirement of this clause
with respect to a qualified partnership if (as
of January 1, 1998)—

(I) the value of the interests of the regu-
lated investment company in such partner-
ship is 35 percent or more of the value of
such company's total assets, or

(II) the value of the interests of the regu-
lated investment company in such partner-
ship and all other qualified partnerships is 90
percent or more of the value of such com-
pany’s total assets.

(1) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall take effect as if
included in the provisions of the 1998 Act to
which they relate.

SEC, 503. AMENDMENTS RELATED TO TAXPAYER
RELIEF ACT OF 1997,

(a) AMENDMENT RELATED TO SECTION 202 OF
1997 Act.—Paragraph (2) of section 163(h) of
the 1986 Code Is amended by striking “‘and”
at the end of subparagraph (D), by striking
the period at the end of subparagraph (E) and
inserting *, and”, and by adding at the end
the following new subparagraph:

“(F) any Interest allowable as a deduction
under section 221 (relating to interest on
educational loans).”

(b) PROVISION RELATED TO SECTION 311 OF
1997 AcT.—In the case of any capital gain dis-
tribution made after 1997 by a trust to which
section 664 of the 1986 Code applies with re-
spect to amounts properly taken into ac-
count by such trust during 1997, paragraphs
(5)AXNIND), (BYAX1INI), and (13)(A) of section
1(h) of the 1986 Code (as in effect for taxable
vears ending on December 31, 1997) shall not
apply.

(¢) AMENDMENT RELATED TO SECTION 506 OF
1997 AcT—

(1) Section 2001(f}2) of the 1986 Code is
amended by adding at the end the following:
“For purposes of subparagraph (A), the value
of an item shall be treated as shown on a re-
turn if the item is disclosed in the return, or
in a statement attached to the return, in a
manner adequate to apprise the Secretary of
the nature of such item.".

(2) Paragraph (9) of section 6501(c) of the
1986 Code is amended by striking the last
sentence.

(d) AMENDMENTS RELATED TO SECTION 904
OF 1997 ACT.—

(1) Paragraph (1) of section 9510(c) of the
1986 Code is amended to read as follows:

*(1) IN GENERAL.—Amounts in the Vaccine
Injury Compensation Trust Fund shall be
available, as provided in appropriation Acts,
only for—

*(A) the payment of compensation under
subtitle 2 of title XXI of the Public Health
Service Act (as in effect on August 5, 1997)
for vaccine-related injury or death with re-
spect to any vaccine—

‘(1) which is administered after September
30, 1988, and

“(i1) which is a taxable vaccine (as defined
in section 4132(a)(1)) at the time compensa-
tion is paid under such subtitle 2, or

“(B) the payment of all expenses of admin-
istration (but not in excess of $9,500,000 for
any fiscal year) incurred by the Federal Gov-
ernment in administering such subtitle.”.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

(2) Section 9510(b) of the 1986 Code is
amended by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:

*(3) LIMITATION ON TRANSFERS TO VACCINE
INJURY COMPENSATION TRUST FUND.—No
amount may be appropriated to the Vaccine
Injury Compensation Trust Fund on and
after the date of any expenditure from the
Trust Fund which is not permitted by this
section. The determination of whether an ex-
penditure is so permitted shall be made with-
out regard to—

“(A) any provision of law which is not con-
tained or referenced in this title or in a rev-
enue Act, and

“(B) whether such provision of law is a
subsequently enacted provision or directly or
indirectly seeks to walve the application of
this paragraph.”.

(e) AMENDMENTS RELATED TO SECTION 915
OF 1997 ACT.—

(1) Section 915 of the Taxpayer Relief Act
of 1997 is amended—

(A) in subsection (b), by inserting ‘‘or 1998
after **1997", and

(B) by amending subsection (d) to read as
follows:

‘*(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall
apply to taxable years ending with or within
calendar year 1997.".

(2) Paragraph (2) of section 6404(h) of the
1986 Code is amended by inserting “*Robert T.
Stafford” before “‘Disaster’.

(f) AMENDMENTS RELATED TO SECTION 1012
OF 1997 AcT.—

(1) Paragraph (2) of section 351(c) of the
1986 Code, as amended by section 6010(c) of
the 1998 Act, is amended by Inserting *, or
the fact that the corporation whose stock
was distributed issues additional stock,”
after “‘dispose of part or all of the distrib-
uted stock.

(2) Clause (ii) of section 368(a)(2}H) of the
1986 Code, as amended by section 6010(c) of
the 1998 Act, is amended by inserting *‘, or
the fact that the corporation whose stock
was distributed issues additional stock,”
after ‘‘dispose of part or all of the distrib-
uted stock™.

(g) AMENDMENT RELATED TO SECTION 1082
OF 1997 Act.—Subparagraph (F) of section
172(b)(1) of the 1986 Code is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new clause:

“(lv) COORDINATION WITH PARAGRAFH (2).—
For purposes of applying paragraph (2), an el-
igible loss for any taxable year shall be
treated in a manner similar to the manner in
which a specified liability loss is treated.”

(h) AMENDMENT RELATED TO SECTION 1084
OF 1997 Act.—Paragraph (3) of section 264(f)
of the 1986 Code is amended by adding at the
end the following flush sentence:

“If the amount described in subparagraph
(A) with respect to any policy or contract
does not reasonably approximate its actual
value, the amount taken into account under
subparagraph (A) shall be the greater of the
amount of the insurance company liability
or the insurance company reserve with re-
spect to such policy or contract (as deter-
mined for purposes of the annual statement
approved by the National Association of In-
surance Commissioners) or shall be such
other amount as is determined by the Sec-
retary."”

(1) AMENDMENT RELATED TO SECTION 1205 OF
1997 Act.—Paragraph (2) of section 6311(d) of
the 1986 Code is amended by striking “‘under
such contracts’ in the last sentence and in-
serting ‘‘under any such contract for the use
of credit or debit cards for the payment of
taxes imposed by subtitle A™.

(J) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall take effect as if
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included in the provisions of the Taxpayer

Relief Act of 1997 to which they relate.

SEC. 504. AMENDMENTS RELATED TO TAX RE-
FORM ACT OF 1984,

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (C) of sec-
tion 172(d)(4) of the 1986 Code is amended to
read as follows:

‘“(C) any deduction for casualty or theft
losses allowable under paragraph (2) or (3) of
section 1656(c) shall be treated as attributable
to the trade or business; and’'.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS,—

(1) Paragraph (3) of section 67(b) of the 1986
Code is amended by striking ‘‘for losses de-
scribed in subsection (¢)(3) or (d) of section
165" and inserting ‘‘for casualty or theft
losses described in paragraph (2) or (3) of sec-
tion 1656(c) or for losses described in section
165(d)"".

(2) Paragraph (3) of section 68(c) of the 1986
Code is amended by striking ‘*‘for losses de-
scribed in subsection (¢)(3) or (d) of section
165" and Inserting ‘‘for casualty or theft
losses described in paragraph (2) or (3) of sec-
tion 165(c) or for losses described In section
165(d)"".

(3) Paragraph (1) of section 873(b) is amend-
ed to read as follows:

‘(1) LossgEs.—The deduction allowed by
section 1656 for casualty or theft losses de-
scribed in paragraph (2) or (3) of section
165(c), but only if the loss is of property lo-
cated within the United States.”

({c) EFFECTIVE DATES.—

(1) The amendments made by subsections
(a) and (b)3) shall apply to taxable years be-
ginning after December 31, 1983.

(2) The amendment made by subsection
(b)(1) shall apply to taxable years beginning
after December 31, 1986.

(3) The amendment made by subsection
(b)2) shall apply to taxable years beginning
after December 31, 1990.

SEC. 505. OTHER AMENDMENTS.

(a) AMENDMENTS RELATED TO SECTION 6103
OF 1986 CODE.—

{1) Subsection (j) of section 6103 of the 1986
Code is amended by adding at the end the
following new paragraph:

*(6) DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE.—Upon
request in writing by the Secretary of Agri-
culture, the Secretary shall furnish such re-
turns, or return information reflected there-
on, as the Secretary may prescribe by regu-
lation to officers and employees of the De-
partment of Agriculture whose official du-
ties require access to such returns or infor-
mation for the purpose of, but only to the ex-
tent necessary in, structuring, preparing,
and conducting the census of agriculture
pursuant to the Census of Agriculture Act of
1997 (Public Law 1056-113)."".

(2) Paragraph (4) of section 6103(p) of t